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AN INTRODUCTION TO THE SERIES AND TO VOLUME 1

With this monograph, the Umversity of Missoun
Department ot Anthropology-American Archacology
Division begins publication of a series of volumes dealing
with sclect aspects of the Cannon Reservoir Human
Ecology Project. The volumes, which will be published
as time and money permit, will provide results of the
joint University of Nebraska-University of Missouri

interdisciphnary project in the Sale River valley of

northeast Missour.

The Cannon Project, sponsored by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engincers, was formed in 1977 to investigate
processes ot ccological adaptation and change m the
central portion ot the Sale Valley. Speatically, the project
tocused on solating significant cultural patterns and
processes as reflected momatenal remams and extant
historical documents. Prehistoric and historic (nineteenth
century) occupations ot the region were of equal interest,
and complementary data recovery techniques were used
to address problems common to both spheres. As we
have emphasized many times, the rescarch conducted by
the Cannon Project bears not only on the Holocene
humian ccology of the central Salt River valley, butona
broader scale, to a balanced understanding ot cultural
development i the greater Midwest. At an even higher
level, our conclusions should be usctul ftor retining
general anthropological theory regarding human re-
sponses to a range of cultural and natural sumuh.

The Salt River valley proved to be an excelient
laboratory i which to test vanous assumptions concern-
g man’s adaptation to these sumuli.. The 1168 km?
project arca s located along tiic southern tringe ot the
midcontinental Prairic Peninsula, a region characterized
as a4 complex mosaic ot prairic and forest biomes. The
arca was sensitive to climatie change throughout the
Holocene—a sensitivity that caused myriad adjustments
by hunian populavons. As we have documented clse-
where (O'Brien er al. 1982). many of these adjustments—
as well as manv elements of stability—are reflected in the
archacological record.

For the ¢ Iy nineteenth centurv—the period during
which the project arca was colonized by weseward-
moving Euro-Amenican groups—clues as to the types
and magnitudes of these adjustmients are preserved in
historical documents as well as in the archacological
record. From the imtial stages of the Cannon Project. we
concluded that to understand the dynamics behind the
Euro-Amecrican scttlement of the Salt River valley, our

historical archacological efforts would have to be bol-
stered by a thorough documentation of both the persons
involved in the settlement and the patterns in which they
distributed themselves across the landscape. While some
information relative to this documentation could be
generated through conventional archacological survey
and a cursory cxamination of land records, these meth-
ods were madequate for producing the kinds ot dawa
needed to make logical inferences concerning the pro-
cesses of sertlement. Rather, ticld survey and land
ownership informaton had to be linked to hiterally scores
of other types of archival and documentary information
to produce the kind of data base within which the
archacological data could be placed. After five veary
work, Roger Mason has produced such a data base.

In this monograph, Mason defines the central Salt
River valley as an integral part of an upper South
agricultural-cconomic system ot the carly and nnd-
nincteenth century. In establishing the Bluegrass region
of Kentucky as an important emigration ticld of the carly
colonists, Mason notes the similaritics m environmental
perceptions between settlers of the two arcas and, not
uncxpectedl,, similarities in agricultural production
methods. Two important aspects ot his work are his
documentation of carly town and road network develop-
ment and his analysis of decision-making, strategies
relative to land purchase. The study of land pereeptions
and locational strategics of colonists of the Midwest has
been, and probably will continue to be, a “hot™ topic
among cultural geographers. Mason's contribution to
this 1ssue 1s important because his analysis was quanti-
tative. i.c.. individual land umts were classiticd according,
to attributes of several physical environmental dimen-
sions of the biotope, and his study arca was large enough
to cover large sections ot the decaduous torest and
grassland biomes.

Moason's model of colonial settlement and spread also
includes social tactors such as kinship and rehgious
atfiliation. His study has laid the groundwork for a more
intensive investigation of the relationships among colo-
nizing tamihics, m which various Kentucky county
records and Qamily histories were searched i an etfort o
compile gencalogical data on as many tamihies as pos-
sible. What has emerged trom these analyses 1s a prcture
of large kin-bared networks, established during the late
cighteenth and carly nineteenth centuries in the Bluegrass
region, imumigrating to the central Salt River valley




during the 1820s and 1830s. Individual familics within
cach kin-based group tended to settle near one another in
the trontier, and in many instances apparently functioned
as corporate work groups.

As opposed to the Turnerian notion of the rise of
democracy in the frontier, the success of these groups in
transplanting their cultural tradittons and their successes

and failures in attaining social prominence with this
transplanted society is the real story behind westward
frontier expansion. Mason tells this story extremely well.
Future rescarch in the dynamics of trontier colonization
in the Midwest should draw hceavily from the ideas
presented in this volume.




PREFACE

Work reported here was carried out as part of the
Cannon Reservoir Human Ecology Project, funded by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Louis District.
The purpose of the project was to mitigate damage to
archaeolcgical and historical cultural resources in the
area to be inundated by the Clarence Cannon Dam and
Reservoir on the Salt River in northeast Missouri.
Documentary research on historical period settlement in
the area originally was planned to supplement excava-
tion of nineteenth-century farmsteads by providing in-
formation on the inhabitants of those farmsteads.
However, preliminary investigation of federal public
land sales and ninetcenth-century agriculture in the arca
by Richard Bremer (1975) indicated the potential for a
detailed reconstruction and analysis of the frontier settle-
ment system employing documentary sources. Archaco-
logical objectives, such as defining settlement patterns
and understanding settlement systems, were to be reached
by employing data that usually has been considered to
be the domain of historians and historical geographers.

I would like to thank Michael J. O'Brien, project
director, for the opportunity to discover that it is
possible to get onc’s hands just as dirty among the

X1

ancient dusty tomes as in “‘dirt”” archaeology. I benefited
from discussing problems encountered during research
and writing with O’Brien and Dennis E. Lewarch,
assistant director. I was assisted during the data collec-
tion phase by Cynthia Wood, Tom Miskell, and Jacque-
line Saunders. I thank Robert E. Warren for discussing
his work dealing with the nineteenth-century environ-
ment.

Research among the county records was facilitated
by many helpful and friendly officials and staff of the
Ralls and Monroe County courthouses. | am particular-
ly grateful to Frances Ross, recorder for Ralls County,
and to Oscar Tawney, recorder for Monroe County, for
providing me with space to work in their vaults.

Creation of the computer data files and the master
SIR (Scientific Information Retricval) file was carried
out by Steven C. Willis. He also carried out the retrievals
used to create most tables in Chapters 4 and 5. The
multiple regression and discriminant analysis proce-
dures described in Chapter 4 were performed by R.
Duncan Mitchell. All figures were drafted by Susan J.
Vale.




INTRODUCTION

The Salt River arca of northeast Missouri was settled
by Euro-Americans during the period 1818-1850. This
frontier period in the history of the central Salt River
region is the subject of this study. Since this study was
carried out as part of a larger archaeological research
project, the Cannon Reservoir Human Ecology Project,
research objectives and data analysis were more archaco-
logical than histerical. The present study has been
particularly influenced by archaeological settlement pat-
tern studies (Parsons 1972). Settlement pattern studies in
archaeology seck to define the spatial relationships of
contemporary sites in terms of the physical and cultural
environment. Settlement patterns become settlement
systems when information about site function is added
(Winters 1969:110).

The goal of understanding settlement systems in
archacology requires that data be collected in the same
manner from all parts of each site so that {a) quantitative
comparison of data from different sites can be carried
out (Mason 1979), and (b) the full range of site variabili-
ty can be determined. Quantitative data that provide
similar information about the members of cach house-
hold in the central Salt River area for the period
1818-1850 are available from documentary sources, such
as land purchase records and manuscript census schedules.
Land purchase records contribute spatial information
necessary to reconstruct settlement patterns. Spatial
information, when combined with data on the environ-
ment, allows study of the environmental zones pre-
ferred by pioneer agriculturists. Data from the censuses,
supplemented by other sources, provide functional infor-
mation on occupations, agriculture, and wealth differ-
ences necessary to reconstruct the settlement system.
The ultimate goal is explaining processes involved in the
development of the system. Although much of this
report is concerned with analysis of settlement patterns
(Chapter 4) and settlement systems (Chapter 5), it is
useful to understand the historical and cultural contexts
of the region being studied. Therefore, Chapter 2
consists of a narrative historical account of regional
development and Chapter 3 provides information on the
cultural background and demcgraphic characteristics of
the population of the region.

Data were collected for all households within a region
of 544.2 mi® (1409.5 km?) centered around the area to be
inundated by the Clarence Cannon Reservoir. The project
arca (Figure 1) includes land in three northeast Missouri

counties: Ralls, Monroe, and Shelby. The project area is
slightly larger than the area encompassed by the regional
survey of the Cannon Reservoir Human Ecology Project
(O’Brien et al. 1982; Warren 1976, 1979). Additions to
the survey area were made to form complete congressio-
nal townships and to incorporate more of the timber-
prairie boundary, an important ccological zone for
pioneer agriculturists.

APPROACHES TO THE STUDY
OF THE AMERICAN FRONTIER

Before discussing specific hypotheses and methods
of analysis, a brief review of approaches and methods
employed by historians, geographers, and archaeolo-
gists in studying the American frontier is presented. It
will be shown that significant differences exist in the
way frontiers have been studied by these disciplines,
especially in the degree to which quantitative data have
been employed. More important, however, are the
different kinds of problems addressed by the various
disciplines.

The study of frontiers and “the West” has been, until
recently, a subject primarily for historians, beginning
with Frederick Jackson Turner (1893) in the 1890s.
Subsequently, most historians of the American frontier
have found themselves either defending or attacking the
Turner thesis (discussed below). More recently, histori-
cal geographers have entered the field, discussing fron-
tier development of regions in terms of spatial context.
A few models of spatial patterns of fronticr scttlement
have been proposed by more theoretically inclined settle-
ment geographers. Archaeologists have traditionally
concentrated on prehistoric, non-Western cultures, but
the recent development of historical archaeology has
increased their interest in the American fronticr (Lewis
1977). As discussed above, the present study is most
closely related to archaeological settlement pattern studies,
although the data are derived from documents rather
than from artifacts.

Historians and Frontier Studies

Data employed by historians usually consist of narra-
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Figure 1. Map of northeastern Missouri, showing the project area, locations of counties and county

seats, and dates of county formation.

tive accounts that are interpreted subjectively—being
influenced by the social and intellectual climate of the
times—as Horsman (1978) demonstrates for historical
studies of federal public land policies. Although some
historians employ quantitative data (Curti 1959; Okada
1971). the questions they ask tend to be philosophical,
such as: “Were land speculators good or bad?™ or, “Did
frontier conditions promote democracy?” Such ques-
tions cannot be answered objectively, no matter how
many quantitative data are employed. Thus, conclusions
tend to be a product of the educational background and
philosophical predilections of the investigator, rather
than a result of objective data analysis.

Studies ot public land policy by historians demon-
strate the tendencies discussed above (Horsman 1978).
For example, in Turner’s original formulation, United
States public land policy was seen as beneficial, since the
availability of inexpensive land promoted development
of a democratic system based on many land-owning

yeoman farmers. This view was challenged first by
Gates (1931, 1941, 1942, 1945), who believed the public
land system encouraged land speculation. absentee
ownership, and tenancy, and retarded trontier develop-
ment. More recently, Bogue (1963), Swicrenga (1968),
and others interested in economic history have judged
land speculators in terms ot their contribution to local
cconomic growth, primarily as providers of credit.
Although the guestion of whether public land policy
was good or bad is a philosophical one, effects of this
policy in various regions can be examined objectively,
taking into account ditferent cconomic and social
conditions. Overall evaluation of the policy then can
become a sampling problem, so that comparable quant-
tative studies can be carried out n cach region where
variables such as time of settlement, economic conditions,
external transportation links, and settler characteristics
can be controlled. Historians have not carried out such a
program of investigation, preferring to generalize from




particularistic, noncomparable research. Horsman
(1978:80) notes a need for “in depth studies of limited
areas across cconomic, social, and political concerns,”
echoing Swiecrenga's (1973:111-112) plea for a “new
rural history™ that would integrate ecological, demo-
graphic, bchavioral, cconomic, and institutional ap-
proaches, leading to a “coherent, general framework for
an overall history of rural development in America.”

Geographers and Frontier Studies

It appears that historical geographers have come
closer to achieving an integrated synthesis of frontier
processes, discussing functional relationships of environ-
ment, agricultural technology, cultural background, so-
aial ditferentiation, and cconomic specialization. The
two most notable works of this kind are Lemon’s (1972)
study of colonial southeast Pennsylvania and Mitchell's
(1972b. 1977) research concerning settlement and devel-
opment of the Shenandoah Valley in Virginia. Studics of
colonial North Carolina (Merrens 1964), Massachusetts
{Greven 1970y, and Nova Scotia (Clark 1968) also have
been carried out. These works attempt regional synthe-
ses based both on narrative sources (diaries, letters,
newspapers, and traveler’s accounts) and an unsystemat-
1c sampling of quantitative data (tax hists, probate records,
land sales, and censuses). However, results are not
ventiable by others, since no basic data are presented.
Conclusions tend to be normative; that is, certain traits,
adaptations, or processes are said to characterize the
region as a whole and the range of variation is not
specitied.

Many historical geographers have confined them-
sclves to the colonial period cast of the Appalachians,
where rehable quantitative data on regional populations
are not available. These types of data are available for
Midwestern fronniers, however, i the form of manu-
script census data and records of public land sales, along
with tax assessments and probate records. One of the
tew geographers to make use of this kind of data is
Conzen (1971), who studied a township (36 mi”) adja-
cent to Madison, Wisconsin. Conzen was interested
primarily in investigating cffects of proximity to an
urban center on the development of agricubeure in the
township, but he also considered the effects of social and
cultural factors on cconomic development. However,
the small arca studied, as well as peculiar local historical
vartables (such as absentee speculation in land adjacent
to a tuture state capital), make it ditficule to use Conzen’s
work to generate a model capable of being tested in
other arcas.

Settiement geography also can contribute to an
understanding of frontier scttlement systems.  Settle-
ment geography has been defined as “‘the study of the
form of the cultural fandscape, involving its orderly

description and attempted explanation” (Jordan 1966:27).
Settlement geography deals with (i) the facilities built
in the process of human occupance of the land and (it)
their grouping™ in relation to culture and environment
(Singh 1975:4). Unfortunately, scttlement geography
has been concerned primarily with describing the distri-
bution of facilities (farmsteads, hamlets, villages, towns)
by such terms as random, regular, or clustered. Rescarch
has concentrated on formulating mathematical expres-
sions for these distributions, as indicated by a recent
collection ot readings on rural settlement geography
(Singh and Singh 1975). More theoretical work de-
signed to explain processes that create these distributions,
especially at the rural level, is lacking.

One of the few attempts to describe the genesis of
rural scttlement patterns was carried out by Hudson
(1969), who proposed three phases of rural settlement
development: colonization, spread, and competition. In
Hudson's model, colonization s defined as long-distance
diffusion or migration, while spread is defined as short-
distance diffusion or “budding oft.”” The last phase,
competition, is a result of increasing population density
and, as minimum viable farm size is approached, spac-
ing between tarmsteads becomes more regular. Hudson
investigated the competition phase in lowa by using late
nincteenth- and twenticth-century county  atlases to
determine farmstead location, and found evidence for
increasingly regular spacing of farmsteads over time. It
should be noted that Hudson did not test the first two
phases against empirical data, and that the third phase,
competition, was tested in lowa during the period of
transition to mechanized agriculture, a factor not dicussed
by Hudson. The phasces ot rural settlement proposed by
Hudson may operate under ideal conditions, such as
uniform topography and treely competing individual
farmers, but should not be seen as universally applicable
since more complex environmental and social character-
istics could cause scrious distortions in this ideal pattern.
The relevance of Hudson's model for the project arca
will be discussed in the concluding chapter.

Archaeological Settlement Pattern Studies

Archacologists have not dealt specifically with the
problems of the American trontier to any great extent
{an exception 15 Lewis 1977), but the objectives and
mcthods of archacological settlement pattern studices are
relevant to the problem at hand. The study of settlement
patterns in archacology is well developed (Parsons 1972)
and some progress is being made toward understanding
settlement systems. Winters (1969:110)  distinguishes
between scttlement patterns and scttlement systems:
Settlement pattern 1s defined as “the geographic and
physiographic relationships of a contemporancous group
of sites within a single culture,” while settlement system




“refers to the functional relationships among the sites
contained within the settlement pattern.” While these
concepts were formulated by Winters to deal with
mobile hunter-gatherers, Parsons (1974:83) applied them
to sedentary agriculturists as well:
The function of occupational loci must be determined . . .
Unless we can determine when a site was occupied, what was
the age-sex-status composition of its inhabitants, and what
activities were being performed there, we can never hope to
understand  either the settlemient system, the role of the

particular site within the settlement system, or the number of
people involved in the settlement system.

Thus. in order to investigate settlement systems (func-
tional interrclationships) of sites, farmsteads, or hamlets
and villages, it is necessary to establish contemporancity,
determine demographic characteristics of the population,
and investigate the distribution of statuses and activities
among individuals or houscholds. For rural nincteenth-
century America, this would include a study of social
stratification, occupational specialization, and exchange
systems.

Reconstruction of the pioneer settlement system of
the project arca requires compilation of comparable
quantitative data on all houscholds so that propositions
about functional relationships can be tested against the
entire range of cmpirical variability. Rather than attempt-
ing to gather this data archacologically, data was gath-
ered from contemporary written records generated by
local and federal government agencices.

HYPOTHESES

Archacological methods emphasize the testing of
propositions or hypotheses against empirical data. In
this section, bricf reviews of the historical and geographi-
cal literature pertaining to specific problems in frontier
studics are presented. Following cach review, hypothe-
ses that summarize propositions about frontier character-
istics are presented. In later chapters these hypotheses
are tested against empirical data from the project area. In
the concluding chapter an attempt is made to discuss
some of the tunctional relationships among the proposi-
tions about frontier characteristics that were supported
by the data.

Hypotheses to be tested can be grouped into several
broad categories. The first group of hypotheses deals
with decisions made by settlers about the location of
land to be purchased. These hypotheses are tested in
Chapter 4. A second set of hypotheses. tested in Chapter
5. deals with cconomic development of the area, concen-
trating on degree of participation in external markets. A
tinal sct of hypotheses concerns degree of social stratificati-

on and wealth differences. These hypotheses also are
tested in Chapter 5.

Location Decisions

Prospective settlers arriving in the project area had a
wide choice of available land that could be purchased at
a uniform price of 8$1.25/acre ($2/acre betore July 1,
1820). Land ownership patterns were a resule of hun-
dreds of individual decisions about land desirability,
which were influenced by perception of the landscape
based on previous experience, available technology,and
cultural background (Brookfield 1969; Mitchell 1972b:
461). Owsley (1949:56) notes that migrants were “‘not in
search of the richest lands of the public domain, but
merely the richest of the particular type of land to which
they were accustomed.” Particularly important variables
were climate and tree species, frequently used as a guide
to soil fertility (Hulbert 1930:72, 78; Lynch 1943:306).

Environmental zones in the Cannon area tend to be
banded by elevation (Warren and O’Brien 1981 and
Chapter 4), with timbered bottomlands and terraces
located along rivers and streams (some small prairie
bottomland arcas also occur), timbered slopes and
ridgetops at intermediate clevations below timber-prairic
slopes, and upland level prairies. Both Jordan (1964) and
McManis (1964) have proposed that zones of mixed
prairie and forest were preferred settlement locations in
[llinois and Indiana. Prairie edges were cultivated more
casily than the tough sod of large open prairie arcas or
completely wooded arcas that required laborious clearing,.
The nearby forest provided construction material and
fuel. Access to water also was important and usually was
restricted to forested areas. James Fling, an carly traveler
in the Midwest, indicated a similar pattern of land
sclection applied to Missouri lands sold in St. Louis in
1819: “The most advantageous purchases are considered
to be those on the edge of prairies, with a part of the
open land, and a part of the woods™ (Flint 1904:130),
Howecver, locations of the few remaining houses from
the carly period of settlement in the project area indicare
that timbered moderately sloping areas also were pre-
ferred for farmstead locations.

Based on the work cited above and a knowledge of
the environmental characteristics of the project arca, the
following two hypotheses are formulated:

1. First land purchases by individuals will mclude
timbered ridgeteps or timbered moderate slopes
and prairic edges.

2. Subscquent purchases will include prairic or
bottomland for cultivation.

Bohland (1972) proposced four dimensions that deter-

mine rural dwelling locations: accessibility, site acsthetics,
topographic perception, and social interaction. Topo-




graphic perception already has been considered and site
acsthetics cannot be measured, since concepts of beauty
held by the settders are unknown. Social interaction
probably produced clustering, especially during the
colonization phase proposcd by Hudson (1969). Accessi-
bility requirements may have concentrated dwellings
near roads and towns. Consideration of the factors of
social interaction and accessibility leads to the following
hypotheses:

3. Intual settlement was composed of discrete clus-
ters of related families with common religious
affiliation.

4. Scttlement density was higher near roads and
towns.

Economic Development

Turner’s characterization of the frontier as “*a return
to primitive conditions” with “the simplicity of primi-
tive society’ and as ““the meeting point between savage-
vy and civilization” (Turner 1937:2-3) while romantic,
probably is not very accurate. Frontier residents seldom
were self-suthicient and isolated completely (Mitchell
1977:3). Bidwell and Falconer’s (1925:165) sweeping
generahzation that “self-suthiciency was a uniform char-
acteristic of all pioneer settlements west of the Alleghenies
from western New York to Missouri™ has been chal-
lenged by several investigators (Lochr 1952; Hofstadter
1956). Berkhoter (1964:27) believes frontier cconomic
and social systems were more complex than the Turner
hypothests allowed. and that it a farmer was self-
sutticient, it was only because he had no access to
market.” Mitchell’s (1977:4) view is that “commercial
tendencies were present from the beginnings of perma-
nent scttlement and were the most dynamic element in
the emierging pioneer cconomy.” As Berkhoter (1964
25) notes, the cujtural values and insututions the pio-
neers brought with them from the East were more
powertul than the frontier environment.

In Mitchell's (1972b:462) discussion of the frontier as
a spatial process, he stresses the need to study economic
development of frontier arcas in terms ot agricultural
and craft specialization, social differentiation, and de-
gree of participation in the market system. According to
Mitchell (1972b:478). developing pioncer economics are
characterized by: agriculeural crop specialization, diver-
sification of manufacturing and service functions, clabo-
ration ot low-order central place tendencies, and greater
commercial contacts with Eastern market centers.
Mitchell's description of pioncer economices suggests the
following hypotheses:

3. Speaalization in production for market of crops

and hvestock developed in the project arca by
18500,

wn

6. Specialists in craft production and commercial
activities were concentrated in a series of regular-
ly spaced towns.

7. Towns with the greatest number of functions
were county scats since they combined adminis-
trative and cconomic functions (Lemon 1967b:517;
Voss 1969-1970:65).

Mitchell (1972b:478) has suggested town formation

1s rclated to population density, and Davis (1977:138)
has presented specific populations required to support
various services. This suggests it should be possible to
identify a minimum population or population density
for town formation, as stated in the following hypothesis:

8. Town formation occurred at some idenufiable
population threshold.

It is ditficult to measure external trade contacts, but
they may be indirectly reflected by road construction
(Mitchell 1972b:477). 1t a road network that connected
the project arca to outside markets was developed soon
after initial sertlement, it may be concluded that external
markets were actively being sought. The following
hypothesis tests this:

9. A road nertwork connecting the project area to

outside markets was developed within the first
ten years after formation of counties.

Social Stratification and Wealth

Status distinctions and social stratification arc cor-
rolaries of increasing cconomic complexity. Since status
was related largely to land ownership (Berkhoter 1964:27:
Lemon 1980:122; Mitchell 1977:238). availability of
large amounts of relatively inexpensive land on the
fronticr tended to create a large middle class (Berkhoter
1964:27). However, since there were landless tenants and
artisans, as well as owners of large tracts of land, “status
distinctions existed from the outset” in southeastern
Pennsylvania (Lemon 1980:122). In Trempeleau County,
Wisconsin, a social elite emerged within the first decade
of settlement (Curti 1959:107-112). 1t has been suggest-
cd that increasing social stratification occurs in a frontier
arca as the amount of available land decreases and
population density increases, resulting in greater competi-
tion for land (Billington 1966:103; Mitchell 1977:132).
In the upper South, slave ownership also was a status
and wealth indicator (Mitchell 1972b:484; Viles 1920:40),
and produced a more class-structured society than in the
North (Mitchell 1978:86).

Increasing social stratification is reflected in the share
of the total wealth of the region possessed by the
wealthiest 10% of the population (Lemon and Nash
1968; Main 1965:276). Main (1965:276) found that,
based on colonial tax assessments, this share increased
from 33% to 50% as an agricultural region became




more commercially oriented. The above discussion indi-
cates that wealth differences, as reflected in land and
slave ownership, should be apparent from the period of
imtial settlement ot the project area and should increase
through time, as stated in the following hypothesis:

10. At least 33% of the wealth of rural residents of

the project arca, as measured by land and slaves,
was in the hands of the wealthiest 10% in 1830,
reaching 50% by 1850.

Two other variables are related to social stratification:
persistence (length ot residence in the same place) and
political leadership. Malin (1933) studied persistence
of sctters in Kansas and found that high rates of
turnover were characteristic of the tirst 2 years of
settlement, after which populations became more stable.
However, Malin did not correlate persistence with wealth.
Cura’s (1959:141) study of Trempeleau County, Wiscon-
sin, showed that farmers who had long tenure in the
county had higher property, livestock, and crop values.
Wealth also was correlated with length of residence in
frontier Minnesota (Rice 1977:171). Both studics indi-
cate there is a relationship between wealth and per-
sistence, which leads to the following hypothesis:

11, Wealth will be correlated with the length of

residence in the project area.

Billington (1966:103, 110) notes that new leadership
positions were available on the frontier, making political
lcadership available o many who had not been able w©
attain it in the East. However, Mitchell (1978:86) and
Elkins and McKitrick (1954:67) have suggested that in
the upper South (of which Missouri was a part), leader-
ship positions usually went to members of the “planter™
class (those who owned relatively large amounts of land
and slaves). This can be addressed with the following
hypothesis:

12. Local political offices were held by wealthier

members of the population.

REPORT ORGANIZATION

Betore the quantitative data necessary to test the
hypotheses discussed above are presented and analvzed
in Chapters 4 and 5. a brief lustory of the project arca
and adjacent arcas is presented m Chapter 2. An outline
of carly scttlement, changmg political geography. cco-
nomic cyeles, and town fornravon is required o place the
statistical data into a chronological and regional histori-
cal context. This historical summary 1s necessary so that
patteras that are the resule of local historical events and
politically imposed deasions can be ditferentiated trom
patterns resulting trom more general cconomic and
social processes, as revealed by stansucal analysis, Ori-

gins of settlers, their sociocultural background, and
demographic characteristics are summarized in Chapter
3. That chapter provides the cultural context within
which decisions made by scttlers are analyzed.

Chapter 4 deals with settlement patterns and address-
es temporal and spatial patterning in federal public land
sales. Temporal patterns arc analyzed in terms of chang-
ing land laws and ¢conomic conditions. Spatial pattcrns
ar¢ analyzed in terms of decisions made by individual
purchasers, conditioned by their perception of the envi-
ronmental variation in the project arca. A multiple
regression technique is employed to determme which
combinations of environmental variables were preferred.
assuming date of purchase reflects land desirabilicy.
Spatial patterning in relation to social variables such as
kinship also is considered.

Chapter 5 presents data on sociocconomic differ-
entiation.' The distribution of agricultural and nonagri-
cultural specialization is discussed in relation to town
formation and road development. Social stratitication is
studied in terms of the distribution of wealth (in the
torm of land and slaves) among the population and is
related to persistence (length of residence in the project
arca) and political oftice-holding. Chapter 6 synthesizes
results of the preceding chapters, describes the pre-180
settlement system of the project arca, and identifies
some of the processes that created .

SOURCES OF DATA

Rescarch involved compiling and coding material
from documentary sources. The two primary sources
employed were land purchase data, mostly consisting of
entrics of tederal public land, and census data. These
data were supplemented by residence data from patents
(federal deeds). poll books. and probate records. Envi-
ronmental data were derived primarily trom soil maps.

Land Entry Data

During the first phase of rescarch a tile ot all original
land entries (purchases of land from the federal govern-
ment) in the project arca was created. All land i the
project arca was originally federal public land that was
first offered for sale in 1818 and 1519 (except certain

"Data on tederal public Laind sales were collected tor the entire
project area but data on sociocconomie ditferentianon presented
Chapter 5 were not collected from Shelby Coanty




tracts designated as school and swamp lands that were
ceded to the state; see Chapter 4). Sales continued undil
the last piece of tederal public land was sold in 18359.
Land entry data are found in plat books of original
entries kept in the office of the recorder of deeds in cach
county courthouse. Each page of the plat book presents
in map torm the name of entrant and date of entry for a
congressional township of 36 scctions (36 mi°). Since
Shelby County does not have an oniginal entry plat
book, land cntry data were compiled from records
available at the state archives in Jefterson City. Land
entry data were transferred to index cards. one card tor
cach section. Name of entrant and date of entry were
recorded tor cach of the 16 quarter- quarter sections in
cach section. Each quarter-quarter section was given a
numeric code, replacing the more cumbersome legal
description and facilitating computer manipulation.

Patents

A sccond phase of rescarch involved a search tor
copics of pacents corresponding to original land entries.
Patents were issued as deeds from the federal govern-
ment tor public land entries. Copies of patents are found
interspersed through deed books in the recorder’s oftice,
but can be located through the index to deeds. Patent
information was cntered in a card file of original entries
organized alphabetically by name of entrant. At least
one patent was found ftor 1041 of the 1548 original
entrants in the arca.

Patents verify that the entrant became the actual
owner of the land and list county of residence for the
entrant at the time of entry. For almost all land units in
the project arca for which a copy of a patent was
avatlable, the original entrant became the patentee. Only
15 original entrants assigned part or all of their land to
someone clse before the patent was i1ssued. Some of
these involved entrants who died and assigned the land
to an heir. In most cases, the county of residence given
on the patents was one of the three counties in the
project arca: Ralls, Monroe, and Shelby. This indicates
that the entrant was a resident of the area or intended to
become one. However, nonlocal counties are given as
places of residence for 273 of the 1041 entrants for which
at least one patent is available. These nonlocal patent
residences allow identification of points of ongin of
immigrants to the arca (if it can be shown that they
became residents of the project area) and help identify
Eastern land speculators.

Census Data

The third major source of data employed was the

manuscript schedules of the federal censuses tor the
years 1830, 1840, and 1850). Schedules for the 1820 census
of Missouri are not available. Microfilm copies of the
torms completed by census enumerators are on file at
the State Historical Society of Missouri in Columbia
(originals are in the National Archives). Information
available increases in cach census. The 1830 census lists
the names of heads of houschold and the number of
houschold members by sex and age groups, as well as
the number ot slaves by sex and age groups. The 1840
census lists similar information plus the number of
persons engaged in agriculture, commerce, or manu-
tacturing; *“‘learned persons’™ in cach houschold also are
identified. It appears that these numbers include slaves.
In 1850, the names of each houschold member are given
along with their exact ages, occupation, state of birth,
and value of real estate owned. There also are separate
schedules for slaves, products of agriculture, and prod-
ucts of industry. Data from the census were entered on
the file card of cach land entrant and were coded for
creation of a master computer file.

Another computer file was created for the products
of agriculture schedule, which includes most farmers in
the project area, not simply those who were land
entrants. The products of agriculture schedule contains
information on the value of farms, number of improved
and ummproved acres, lhivestock, and crop vields for
cach tarm which produced over $100 worth of commodi-
ties {Wright and Hunt 1900:23) during the previous year
(1849-1850). It should be noted that the population
schedule lists the value of land owned by the individual,
while the agricultural schedule lists the value of the land
farmed by the individual. Thus, if an individual is
shown in the population census as owning no land. but
appears in the agricultural census, it is assumed he was a
tenant.

Since boundaries of the project arca do not corre-
spond to local political boundaries (counties and politi-
cal townships). it is difficult to use the census informa-
tion to determine the population of the project arca. The
censuses in 1830 and 1840 were taken by townships, but
in 1850 the smallest unit of enumeration was the entire
county. Since certain townships tall almost completely
within the project arca, and most residents also were
original entrants during the first years of scttlement, the
problem is not as great tor 1830 and 1840 as 1t is for
1850. For 1830 and 1840, lists of all persons in townships
falling within, or mostly within, the project area were
made. whether or not they were original entrants. For
1850, it 1s assumed that (a) the order of appearance in
the census schedule represents the route of the census
enumerator and (b) people listed close together in the
census schedule lived near cach other (this was tested for
known locations of some original entrants and appears
to be a valid assumption: sece Conzen 1971, Appendix B




for an example). Presence mn the census schedule of
original entrants was used as an indication that people
appearing near them in the schedule also hived within
the project area. As a rule, if more than four consecutive
names were not original entrants, they were assumed to
have lived outside the project area. Data on occupations,
value of real estate, and the number of slaves owned for
nonentrants assumed to have lived within the project
arca were added to a published list of names and ages
trom the 1850 censuses of Monroe and Ralls counties
(Ellsberry n.d. a, b).

Supplementary Data

As a supplement to census information, data from
poll books, probate records, and the patent residence
information discussed above, were added to the census
file. Since no census information was available for the
period betore 1830, Ralls County poll books for the
years 1822, 1824, 1826, and 1828 (located in the vault of
the Ralls County clerk) were consulted. Poll books of
Spencer Township exist for 1824, 1826, and 1828; for
Salt River Township for 1822, 1826, and 1828; for
Union Township tor 1822, 1824, 1826, and 1828; and
tor Jackson Township (which was created atter 1826) for
1828. Most of the project area fell within these Ralls
County townships during the 1820s (Figure 2). By using
the poll books. it could be determined how soon before
18300 some original entrants became residents of the
arca. The poll books also are useful in identifying
residents who did not remain until the 1830 census was
taken. Dates of death for residents were determined
from probate records and aided in identifying as resi-
dents those persons who arrived between censuses and
who dicd betore the next census was taken. This
information also was usctul in studying persistence
smce, I many cases, failure to appear in a succeeding
census could be attributed to death rather than to
cmigration.

Other documentary sources that were employed,
but not coded for computer use, include county road
records and marriage records. The Monroe County
road records are part of the minutes of the county court,
while the Ralls County road records are found in
scparate volumes. Besides allowing a tentative recon-
struction of the carly county road system. they also
mention carly settlements, local landmarks, and house
locations. County marriage records are uscful in deter-
mining religious affiliation of some families 1f the
marriage was performed by a minister of a certain
denomination.  Unfortunately, the majority of early
marriages were performed by justices of the peace.
Catholics are identified most consistently since they
usually were married by a priest.

Writs of Ad Quod Damnum

A documentary source uscful for determining loca-
tions of water-powered grist and saw mills is the writ of
ad quod damnum, found in the circuit court records of
cach county. According to a law passed by the state
General Assembly on December 3, 1822, anyone who
wished to build a dam on a river or stream had to file a
petition with the circuit court for a writ of ad quod
damnum. Upon receipt of the petition, the court appoint-
ed a jury of 12 men to visit the site of the proposed dam
and to determine whether any damage would result “*by
the overflowing of the banks and bottoms to houses.
outhouses, corn tillages, or gardens.” or whether *the
health of the neighbors or the passage of fish and
ordinary navigation” would “be annoyed by the crec-
tion of a dam™ (MCCCR Box 1:1).7 If the report of the
jury was favorable, a writ was issucd allowing construc-
tion of the dam. These ecarly cnvironmental impact
statements allow determination of locations of proposed
mills, but further rescarch among deed records and
other sources is required to verify that the mill actually
was built.

Environmental Variables

Environmental variables for correlation with the
land entry data were derived from soil series descrip-
tions from the U.S. Soil Conservation Service (Watson
1979 and unpublished data). Soil series descriptions
contain information on slope, topographic features,
native vegetation, and drainage, (i.c., variables that may
have influenced prospective purchasers’ decisions about
what land to buy). A computer file containing informa-
tion on the distribution of soil series in the project area
was created from soil maps (Watson 1979 and unpub-
lished data) by estimating the number of sixteenths of a
quarter-quarter scction that was occupied by cach soil
series. Thus, cach quarter-quarter section was listed by
location and each soil series present in cach was listed
and given a number from 1 to 16 to represent the
quantity of the soil series in that quarter-quarter scction.

PROCEDURES

Once the files were completed, all names in the land
entry file, the population census file, and the 1850

“Abbreviations for references to county records are on pp. 98-Y.
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Figure 2. Map showing local political boundarics (countics and townships) in 1830, with dates for

formation.

agricultural census file were cross-checked for variations
in spelling and use of middle inidals. If it was deter-
minced that the same person was being referred to (by
checking age, land purchase location, etc.). a standard
form for the person’s name was chosen and used in all
tiles. The problem of different individuals with the same
name occurred frequently since it was usual to name one
of a family’s sons after his father or grandfather, some-
times changing the middle name. This causes confusion
if the middle inital or the designations “Jr.”" and “‘Sr.”
were not used. There also were several cases of men
with the same names whose difference in ages was not

great enough for them to have been father and son, but
who used junior and senior designations to distinguish
themselves. The most confusing group was the Smiths,
some of whom were among the carliest settlers of the
arca. For example, there were three James H. Smiths,
three Ephraim Smiths, and two Joseph Smiths.

Once cross-checking was completed, the land pur-
chase file, the population census, the agricultural census,
and the soil series files were merged into a master file
using the Scientific Information Retricval system (SIR).
SIR retrievals that produced data for tables in Chapters 4
and 5 were carried out by Stephen C. Willis using the
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University of Washington CDC-6400 computer system.

A final procedure carried out prior to data analysis
was sorting all land entrants into three populations:
residents, Eastern speculators, and nonresidents. A per-
son was defined as a resident if he met any one of the
following criteria: (a) was listed in any population
census, (b) had a local county (Ralls, Monroe, or
Shelby) histed as place of residence on a patent, (c)
appeared in any of the 1820s Ralls County poll books,
or (d) was listed in the 1821-1850 probate records as
dying in Ralls or Monroc County. A person was defined
as an Eastern speculator if he had not been defined

already as a resident and had a patent residence listed in
one of the following states: Pennsylvania, New Jersey,
New York. or Connecticut. Since almost all land entries
by people in this group were made on only cight days in
1835 and 1836, people who were not residents and for
whom no patent was found, but who made large
purchases on these days, were also classified as Eastern
speculators. The nonresident category includes all per-
sons not defined already as residents or Eastern specu-
lators. This reorgamization into three subtiles produced
1164 residents, 104 Eastern speculators, and 280 non-
residents.




HISTORY OF THE SALT RIVER AREA, 1792-1840

EXPLORATION AND
EARLY SETTLEMENT!

Betore 1763 the entire Mississippi Valley was claimed
by France. There were tew settlements, but the French
had established themselves ot Kaskaskia, i what is now
Mimors. and at Ste. Genevieve, m what is now Missour.
Ste. Genevieve was established in 1732 as g port on the
Mississippr River tor the lead mimimg arca around Potosi.
The French cesston of land cast of the Mississippt to
England i 1763 caused many French to move across the
Mississippr into Missourt, unaware ot the sceret treaty
ceding Lowsuana territory to Spain. In 1764 Picrre
Laclede Liguest. a tur trader trom New Orleans, estab-
lished a trading post at the tuture location of St. Lous.
Atter 1770 St. Louis became the Spamish adminustrative
center tor upper Louisiana.

Amecerican settlement of what was to become Mis-
sourt was promoted by the Ordinance ot 1787 which
prolibited shavery in the Northwest Territories (Violette
1906: 46). This had the cttect of channeling southern
mmgrants west mmto Missourt, even though it was
Spamish ternitory, The Spanish policy of granting large
tracts of land to scttlers was also a factor in the carly
settlement of the area.

Lourstana Ternitory became a French possession agam
mn 1800 and was purchased trom Napoleon by the
United States in 1803, Sctelement at this time was
contined to 4 narrow band alonz the Mississippi. the
only myor towns beng St. Louws and Ste. Genevieve.
Howcever, the United States government. anticipating
settlement in the mtenor, quickly moved to extinguish
Indian e to the arca. On November 30 1804, 4 treaty
was negotiated with the Sac and Fox Indians and rattied
by Congress on February 20 1803, ceding Indian clams
to land between the Missouri and Mississippt rivers
(Thomas 1909:2H). A treaty with the Osage indians
negotiated on November 10, 1808, and ratitied on April

"Fhis sammuary s based on mtormation tound in Sswatzler (1879,
Holcombe 115843, Violette (19%6). Fhomas (1990 and Viles (1920

28, 1810, ceded all Osage claim to lands north of the
Missourt River and to land south of the Missouri and
cast of a line tfrom Fort Clark (ncar the future location
of Kansas City) south to the Arkansas River (Thonas
1909:21-210).

The carliest settlement in the interior of Missouri
was along the Missouri River in an arca which came w
be known as Boon's Lick. In 1807 the Boone brothers
began extracting salt from a spring on the north side of
the river in what 1s now Howard County (Figure 1),
Sctlement began nearby in 1810, in what becamie
known as the Cooper settlement in Boon's Lick. This
carly settlement. founded by Benjamin Cooper and 10
others, was located in the first arca of deep loess soils
west of St. Charles. Good soil and the presence of the
Boones were what first attracted settlers. Scttlers also
were tollowing 4 westward extension ot the castern
torest environment, with which they were tamiliar
(Thomas 1909:213; Schrocder 1903:2).

The Cooper settlement was attacked during the War
of 1812 by Sac and Fox Indians led by Black Hawk. a
Sac brave who renounced the 1804 creaty. Further
settlement i the arca was deterred by the threar of
Indian attack until Black Hawk signed a treaty on May
16. 1816, contirming the treaty of 1804, However,
Governor Clark already had issued 4 proclamation on
March 9, 1815, umlaterally detining an arca north ot the
Missourt River as being open to settlement. That same
dav it was annexed o St. Charles Couney and later
became part of Howard County. established on January
23, 1816 (Thomas 1909:214, 217). Creation of Howard
County was an inducement to turther settlement since it
brought local government and law entorcement to the
arca (Schroeder 1968:9).

Imnugration and scttlement increased population m
the Boon's Lick arca rapidly after 1813, By 1820, onc-
third of the white population of Missouri lived i the
Boonc's Lick arca (Viles 1920:38). Franklin, the county
scat of Howard County. was a town of over 100 people
(Viles 1920:41). As Viles (1920:38) notes, “The Booneslick
was the El Dorado of the immigrants tollowing the
Ohio westward, the tangible manifestation ot cheap
land and boundless opportunity.” Timothy Flint, a resi-
dent of St. Charles in 1817, noted that “an hundred
persons have been numbered in a day passing through
St. Charles, cither to Boone's hek, or Salt niver™ (Flint
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1970, 1111y, Fline also commented on the wealth of
many ot the immigrants, some fambhies having nine or
ten wagons, carrving two or three tons cach, with manvy
staves and cattle and hogs. Over 170 of the population of
Missourt i 1820 consisted of slaves, owned by a
relatively prosperous class of people trom Kentucky and
Tennessee who had wken advantage ot the nsing land
values there and moved to Missourt with some money
and thair slaves™ (Viles 1920:39).

Setelement ot che Salt River arca i northeast Mis-
sourl apparently did not begim unal atter the best land in
the Boone's Lick area already had been taken. Newspa-
per accounts beaan menooning Salt River as o desuna-
ton of immigrants i 18190 some turn o the Boons
Lick. some to the Salt River—lands ot promise’™ (Missoun
Gazente and Public Advernser, June 90 1819). Henry
Schooleratt (1833:2260 noted “rapidly progressing”
scrtfements on the lower Salt River in 18190 However,
this carlv How of settlers mto the area was curtaled
Lite 1819 by worsenmyg cconomie conditions caused by
the Panic ot 1819 tAnderson 193K 164,

Earlv exploration and scrtlement of the Sale River
arca was carred outat the end ot the aighreenth-century
by French restdents of St Lows. Maxent, a tur rader

and partner of Prerre Laclede, mentions exploration ot

the Auhaha cthe Induan name tor Salt River) as tar west
as the torks cehe tuture locanon of Floniday (Holcombe
IS8412800 The first recorded sertlement i the ceneral
Salt River arca was made m 1792 tor the purpose of salt
production. In the sprimg ot 1792 Matunin Bouver o' St
Lows traveled up the Salt River by boat to a pomen the
castern portion ot the project area and  then went
overlind north about 15 mules to g salt spring located
near the present communiey of Spaldimg i dhe NW 14
ot the SW T 4ot Secanon 20 ToN, ROW (in the northeast

corner ot the project arcas. Bouvet tested the quahity ot

the salt and returned to See Lows tor supphes (Holcombe
INsd s 3

Darnng the summier and fall ot 17920 Bouver and
three assstants bule 4 salt turnace. warchouse, and
Juwelhng houses deared o laree ticld, and extracted sale
Bouver sent hus assistants to Ste Lours for more provi-
stons tor the winter, but when thev did not return, he
alsodete ror SeoFows, Returming o the salt works m the
sprime Bouvet tound the Sae Induans had destroved he
bunbdimes and carred oft remamime supphies (Holcombe
PSS

Bouver made no turcher attempt to occupy the area
unul 1793 when he pennoned the Spanish governor at
St bows tora Lind crant ot 20 arpens square around the
salt spring. When this was approved Bouvet rebult s
salt “actory and house at the sprimges and buile o ware-
house on the Ahissisappr e Bav de Charles near the
tuture locon ot Hanmbal, Siee he tound that the Salt
River was Tuncertun amd Jithicule of navicaton ar all

seasons of the vear”™ (Holcombe 1884:133), salt was to
be transported overland by mule or pack horse to Bav de
Chuarles and then boated down the Mississippr o St
Lous. Bouver was granted 84 arpens ar Bay de Charles
where a settlement was begun with up to 25 people,
several houses, tields. and gardens. Salt was shipped 1o
St. Louis unal 18300 when Indians raided the settlement
and killed Bouvet (Holcombe 1884 133).

Bouvet's estate was purchased by Charles Granor.
who obramed another grant of one league square around
the salt works and also obrained a grant more precisely
detining the boundaries of land at Bav de Charles.
Granot tried to reestablish the salt works 1 1801 but
was driven out by Induans. These land grants never were
surveved by the Spanish or French and were the cause of
much hngagon m later vears (Holcombe 1884:1360).

Perhaps the finst Anglo-Amernican settler i tuture
Ralls County was Samuel Gilbert, a sale-maker who
IS8 tocated near what 1s now Saverton. He jomed
three French tamihies who already were hiving there
(Mcpown 1878:9). Another Anglo-Amencan settler was

James Rvane who in I8 seuded at the mouth of

Turkey Creek on the south bank ot the Sale River. In
1812, Chuarles Fremon Delaariere began makig sale
three miles north ot the present locauon of New London,
but was drniven out by Indans (Holcombe 1884:142) At
least two other settlers were hving along the Salt River
w ISE20 but all were torced back o St Louss by hosule
Induans during the War of 1812 (Mcegown 1878:9)

In 1817, atter the end of the War ot 18120 Gales
Fhontpson bute a cabm near Freemore’s (Fremon’s
Lick porth of Salt River and was probabiv the only
settler that tar north (Holcombe 18841430 Thompson
was vistted i Septembers INTTU by g party of ive men
trom Bourbon County. Kentueky, who had come over-
Lind trom the Boon's Lick country and were lookimy tor
a place o sertle. Thev tound the Boon's Lick setdements
“constderable crowded. and all ot the desirable locanons
tahen up” (Holcombe 18840 14310 Some picked ot
homesttes near Sale River and then returned home o
Bourbon County and probanlyv mtucenced many trom
that arca to mmgrate to the Salt River country

Scttlement was promoted by complenon ot the
General Land Ottice «GLOY survey and the begmming ot
land ~ales e the Salt Raver arca e ISIS and 1819
Chaprer 410 Early seudement along the Salt River was
concentrated cast of the project arca around 1 ouistuing
and New London, near the Misasappr Rivers These
towne were the county seats of Prike and Ralls counties,
respectivelys and were founded e ISTS-190 although
Ralls County was not estabhshed unul 18200 Figure 2
Onivasmall amount ot land m the project arca swas sold
during the tiest vear of pubhic land sales CISTS- IS
probablv due o s relanve imaceessibiliny compared
with Lind doser to the Misasappr Land sales were held




at the land ofhice i St. Louis, and it is probable that
most land sold in the project arca in 1819 was entered by
speculators who did not intend to settle it. However,
two sertlements in the area probably were established by
1819: the Elv settdement in T35N. R6W. south of the
Salt River, and the Smith settdement, north of the
Middle Fork in T34N., ROW. (West and Rouse [n.d. ] and
Henning [n.d.] mention arrival of these families in or
prior to 1819.) “Ely’s scttlement” is mentioned in a
February 14, 1823, entry in the county road book and
the “Smith settlement™ is mentioned in an August 10,
1824, entry (RCRR A:5, 7).7 Three Ely brothers are
listed in the 1822 Spencer Township poll book (Megown
1878:9). Joseph Smith and his sons. Joseph H. Smith,
and Alexander W. Smith are listed in the 1822 poll book
of Salt River and Union townships. Once these carly
settlements were established, there was little further
immigration to the arca. due to the cconomic depression
atter the Panic of 1819, Further seetlement and land sales
did not resume on a major scale until the late 1820s,
chmaxing i the cconomic boom period of 1831-1836.
When imnugration did resume., these two setelements
became the toa for later sertlement (see below and

Chapter 4).

REGIONAL ECONOMIC CYCLES

As mentioned previously, a pertod of economic
expansion followed the War of 1812, during which
immigration and sctdement in Missouri, especially in
the Boon's Lick arca, increased ~t a rapid rate. Economic
expansion was facilitated by the casy credit policy of
numcrous state and local banks, with notes being 1ssued
far in excess ot the amount of specie available. This was
accompanied by exorbitant land speculation,” promot-
cd by the tederal government’s credit policy of public
land sales (Dorsey 1935:79). Moncey was borrowed trom
local banks to pav the required 2% down payment with
no thought of how later payments were to be made
(Cable 1923:75).

The cconomic crisis began in the East in 1818, when
the Second Bank of the United States curtatled credit,
called 1 notes from stare banks. and torced state banks
o resume specie payments. This abrupt change n
policy was a cause of the Panic of 1819, the cttects of

Abbreviations for reterences o county records are given

Appendix |
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which did not reach Missouri until late in 1819, Public
land sales (which began late in 1818) continued at a high
rate during 1819, and wealthy immigrants continued to
arrive throughout the year. Much of the economy of
Missourt at the time was based on supplying new
arrivals with food and other necessities unul they be-
came cstablished (Dorsey 1935:79). Thus, as long as
immigration continued. the Missouri cconomy remained
tairly stable. The first sign of trouble was the failure, late
in 1819, of the Bank of St. Louis, which had opened on
December 13, 1816 (Cable 1923:56).

The Bank ot Missouri, which had opened in 1817 in
the basement of Auguste Chouteau’s house, lasted a few
years longer than the Bank of St. Louis. The bank’'s
primary source of mcome was receipts from the fur
trade. The bank also was the othicial repository of
tederal land office deposits from llinois, Missouri, and
Arkansas. It was able to survive the Panic of 1819 on the
basis of the fur trade, but failed during the succeeding
depression, in 1821 (Cable 1923:62-67). Failure of the
Bank of Missourt was caused by too much credit for
land speculation and the tact that much of the original
stock {capital) of the bank consisted only of the personal
notes of the directors. By 1821 the directors owed the
bank $7.000 more than the oniginal stock and the Bank
of the United States was requiring specic payments for
land office deposits (Cable 1923:69).

Failure of the banks meant that all currency they had
1issucd was worthless and., with a general lack of specic
and the cessation of immigration in 1820, the cconomic
boom abruptly collapsed. With no new immigrants
arriving, speculators who had bought vast quantities ot
land on credit had no one to resell it to and no way to
make payments to the government tor it. Land and
commodity prices tell precipitously. Wich no new immi-
grants arriving to buy surplus agricultural products.
corn prices fell trom 83-3/bushel to 10¢/bushel (Dorsey
1935:82). Merchants who had purchased goods tor resale
on credit were saddled with unpayable debts. With the
decline in prices, the value of loans called in had five
times their value betore the collapse (Dorsey 1935:84). A
consiacrable amount of land was sold for delinquent
taxes and debtors were imprisoned (Dorsey 1935:8).

The new Missourt state government tried to remedy
the lack of currency in the staie by passing the Loan
Otffice Actin 1821, Loan certificates were issued in small
denominations: a maximum value ot $1000 with land as
security and up to 8200 with personal property as
security. Loans were to be repaid at 10% ot the certiti-
cate’s value per year with 2% interest. Certificates were
to be accepted as payment for all debts to the state.
including taxes, and state employees were paid in certifi-
cates (Cable 1923:76). However, in 1822, the system was
declared unconstitutional. Certiticates were discounted
50% and soon became worthless, again leaving the state
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without currency and dependent primarily on barter for
most transactions (Cable 1923:79).

There was little economic growth in Missouri until
the end of the decade, when in 1829, a branch of the
Bank of the United States opened in St. Louis. Its more
conservative practices restored public confidence in
bank notes, and Cable (1923:83-84) attributes the build-
ing of stores, warchouses, and paving of streets in St.
Louis in the early 1830s to the influence of the branch
bank. The stability of this bank was due primarily to
deposits of federal funds from land offices, the army,
and the Burcau of Indian Affairs. However, President
Jackson withdrew all federal funds from the bank in
1834, although final liquidation of all accounts was not
completed until 1837 (Cable 1923:84).

The depression was over in most Ohio Valley cities
by the middle 1820s. Wade (1959:190) attributes cco-
nomic expansion during this period to improvement in
transportaion facilities, especially the stcamboat, which
made two-way tratfic on the Mississippi and Ohio rivers
possible. The number of stcamboats in operation in-
creased from 33 in 1819, to 77 in 1824, and to 187 in
1830 (Wade 19539:162, 190). River trathic was especially
crucial for St. Louis, a commercial supply point that
originally had served fur traders and lead miners, but
which was making the transition to a transhipment
point for agricultural goods and to a supply center for an
expanding rural hinterland in Missouri and [llinois
(Wade 1959:201-202). River traffic at St. Louis doubled
between 1831 and 1835 and the population of the town
increased from 5000 in 1827 to 15,000 in 1836 (Cable
1923:96).

The Branch Bank of the United States was replaced
m St. Louis by the Cincinnatt Commercial Agency, a
branch of the Commercial Bank of Cincinnati. [t
opened on June 1, 18335, with a contract tor the deposit of
tederal tunds, and it purchased the assests of the Branch
Bank in November. 1835 (Cable 1923:9-96). The Cin-
cinnati Commercial Agency operated in St. Louis until
May, 1837, when it was closed by order of the state
General Assembly so that a state bank could be char-
tered (Cable 1923:98).

Economic cxpansion that began in the late 18205
triggered another nation-wide cycle of inflation and casy
credit that resulted in another crash in 1837, Uncon-
trolled inflation began in 1834, accompanied by increas-
ing speculation in public lands and a muldplication of
state banks that issucd unredecmable currency (Cable
1923:169). The situation was exacerbated by ctfects of
the European crisis of 1836, but the immediate cause of
deflation was President Jackson's specie circular in July,
1836, which decreed that only gold and silver would be
accepted as pavment at federal land oftices (Cable
1923:169). A run on specie at state banks caused them to
suspend specie pavments. Indiana. Kentucky. and Ohio

banks had deposits of $19,442,224, but only $4,710,416
of this was in specie (Cable 1923:170).

The effects of the specie circular were less severe in
Missouri, where speculation was not as rampant as in
other arcas, due to a belief in “hard money.” Missouri
residents, except those in St. Louis, had little use for
banks (Cable 1923:170). Business transactions declined
90% in St. Louis by May, 1838, but therc were few
business failures (Cable 1923:170).

The Bank of the State of Missouri, chartered by the
state legislature, opened on May 10, 1837, in the midst
of recession. Capital included state bonds and private
notes, but loans were to be redeemable only in specie.
The statc bank became the federal government deposito-
ry on July 1, 1837, and purchased the assets of the
Cincinnati Commercial Agency the same month (Cable
1923:163-164). The Missouri state bank suspended spe-
cic payments late in 1837, as did other banks, but it was
able to resume specie payments carlier in 1838 than
other banks. During the period of suspension, the
Missouri bank actually was able to sell $100,000 worth
of specic to the federal bank at Philadelphia at a 2%
profit (Cable 1923:171-172).

The Missouri bank refused to take risks and did lictle
to expand circulation. Consequently, notes of other state
banks, especially those of Hlinois, circulated widely in
Missouri as currency, even though they had been su-
spended. After November 12, 1839, the Missouri bank
declared it would accept only specie or notes ot specice-
paying banks. [llinois notes were not accepted by the
Missouri bank. although they had been accepted by
many merchants. Missouri merchants who were left
holding unredeemable notes retaliated by withdrawing
deposits and refusing to pay back loans to the Missouri
bank (Cable 1923:179). The run of withdrawals was
balanced somewhat by federal land ottice specie deposits
in 1839. The Missouri bank was the only bank in the
West that did not suspend operations during this period.,
and it became known as the “Gibraltar of the West”
antil the Panic of 1857 (Cable 1923:18, 187). On March
12, 1841, the bank again began accepting notes of
susp-nded banks to placate St. Louis merchants. In
1843, the bank instituted suit against the Hlinois state
bank to reclaini the debt on Hiinois notes (Cable
1923:184). Expansion of the cconomy began again m
1843, and with amcliorating cconomic conditions, the
Missouri bank also began to expand. The bank enjoyed
a monopoly in the state until 1857 (Cable 1923:187-188).

Branches of the state bann were opened in Fayette in
1837 and in Palmyra in 1839. The Palmyra branch was
opened with 10% of the capital of the main bank (Cable
1923:176), and its location there probably was due to the
presence since 1824 of a tederal land otfice (Rohrbaugh
1968:17). The Palmyra branch had three employees
1840 and a crculation of $160.,000, with 817,223 in




specie and currency on hand (Cable 1923:211).

The history of cconomic and banking conditions in
Missouri documents that the region went through
several cycles of economic expansion and rapid defla-
tion. Inadequate and unsound banking institutions in-
hibited exchange and development. The state lacked any
currency beyond a limited amount of gold and silver
specie during the depression period of 1822-1828. Dur-
ing the 1837-1842 depression, the Bank of the Stawe of
Missouri's conservative practices did hittle to facilitate
exchange and commercial expansion, leaving merchants
and others to rely on unredecmable out-of-state bank
notes. Town foundation, land sales, and other cconomic
activities in the project arca were tied closely to the
cconomic cycles discussed above.

ORGANIZATION OF
LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND
COMMUNITIES: 1818-1830

Population growth and development of a more
stable pioncer society are reflected in tormation of local
governments at the township and county levels and by
establishment of towns to provide goods and services
tor the local population. These two processes were
related, since the most successful towns usually were
county scats that combined administrative and cco-
nomic functions.

A strong county government with weak townships
as mternal subdivisions was characteristic of political
organization in the South, where leadership was provid-
ed by a wealthy clite or planter class. County govern-
ment in the South usually was directed by members of
this class through positions in the county court that
combined executive, legislative, and judicial powers
(Elkins and McKitrick 1954:73). This was the case
carly Missouri, where county political power was con-
centrated in the county court, which was composed of
three (or sometimes more) county judges, one of whom
was president of the court. County judges were ap-
pointed by the governor betore 1824 and from 1828 to
1830. The governor also appointed the tirst county
judges of newly formed counties. Between 1824 and
1828 county judges were clected by, and chosen from
among, justices of the peace n the county. After 1831,
county judges were clected by all eligible voters i the
county (Mcgown 1878:10). County judges established
county roads, sct county taxces, appropriated county
funds, organized political townships, sct polling places,
issucd business licenses, and acted as a probate court.
They also had the power to bind orphans as apprentices,
to declare people insane, and to help support the poor at
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county expense. Other county otficials included a coun-
ty clerk, a treasurer, a collector, an assessor, and a
sheniff. Each county also had a circuic clerk and recorder
of deeds, who was the local representative ot the judicial
branch of state government—the circuit court—that
served several counties.

Countics were divided into political subdivisions
called townships (not to be confused with congressional
townships, which were 36 mi’ [93.2 km?] quadrants as
surveyed by the GLO), cach of which had several
justices of the peace, a const-ble, and a polling place.
Justices of the peace were at first recommended by the
county court for appointment by the governor and in
later years were clected by the residents of the township.
Justices of the peace decided simple legal cases and
disputes, acted as public notaries, and performed mar-
riages. One of their number was appointed cach year by
the county court to divide roads in the township into
road districts and to assign people to maintain them.
The county court designated a polling place in cach
township and three clection judges were appointed to
supervise clections.

Originally, all land north of the Missourt River to
which Indian title had been extinguished was part of St.
Charles County, formally established on October 1.
1812. After the war of 1812 and cessation of Indian
attacks, the Boou's Lick arca along the Missouri River
began to experience rapid settlement. This resulted in
the formation of Howard County on January 23, 1816
(Figure 1).

The beginning of settlement in northeast Missouri
was reflected by the creation of Lincoln, Montgomery.
and Pike counties on December 14, 1818. Pike County
extended north to the border of the lowa Territory.
Louisiana, located on the Mississippi River near the
mouth of the Salt River, was the original county scat of
Pike County, and in 1818, was the northernmost town
in northeast Missouri (Figure 1). A ferry across the
Mississippi established at Louisiana provided access to
northeast Missouri from lilinois.

Ralls., Boone, and Chariton counties were created on
November 16, 1820. Ralls County was tormed trom the
arca of Pike County north and west ot its present
boundaries. It originally extended north to the lowa
border and west to the border with Chariton County,
which at that time was the line between ranges 13 and 14
(Megown 1878:9), and included the arca that later was
divided into the counties of Marion (1826), Randolph
(formed from parts of Chariton and Ralls counties in
1829), Monroc (1831), and Audrain (1830). After 1826,
the arca north of the line between townships 56 and 57
became part of Marion County, and in 1836 the part ot
Marion County west of the line between ranges 8 and 9
became Shelby County (Figure 1).

New London, platted in 1819 by William Jamison.
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was designated the county seat of Ralls County by a
commission appointed by the governor (Figures 1 and
2). The first county court met at Jamison's house on
March 2, 1821, and appointed Stephen Glascock county
clerk, circuit court clerk, treasurer, probate judge, and
justice of the peace. Green DeWitt was appointed sheriff
and collector. A two-story log combination court house
and jail was built in 1822 (Megown 1878:9).

The county court divided the county into four
political townships: Spencer, Salt River, Mason, and
Liberty. The boundary of Spencer Township began at
the Mississippi River and ran west along the line be-
tween townships 6 and 7 until it intersected the line
between ranges 4 and 5. It tollowed this line south to the
Salt River, continued west along the river to the middle
of Range 6, and then turned east along the Montgomery
County line to the Pike County line, following it to the
Mississippi (Figure 2). Salt River township comprised
everything west of this line to the Chariton County line.
Mason and Liberty townships were composed of land
north of Spencer and Salt River townships (Megown
1878:9, 10), and were incorporated into Marion County
in 1826. Union Township was in existence by 1822
(Union Township Pollbook 1822) and probably consist-
ed of land west of the line between ranges 9 and 10.

The area of Ralls County was reduced considerably
when Marion County was formed, and it is probable
that a new political township was created in Ralls
County at this time. Since the pre-1854 minutes of the
Ralls County court are not available, precise informa-
tion concerning the county’s organization is lacking.
The 1828 poll books reflect the creation of Jackson
Township from land formerly included in Salt River and
Union townships (Figure 2). By plotting first land
entries of those persons listed as residents of Spencer and
Salt River townships in the 1830 census, it appears that
the boundary between Spencer and Salt River townships
south of the Salt River was the middle of Range 6 (the
boundary north of the river is unclear but may have
been on the line between ranges 6 and 7). The boundary
between Salt River and Jackson townships lay along the
line between ranges 8 and 9, and the boundary between
Jackson and Union townships probably lay along the
line between ranges 10 and 11 (Figure 2). Saverton
Township, which appears in the 1830 census, was cast of
Spencer Township along the Mississippi River.

An important function of the county court was
creating public roads. At the time of the establishment
of Ralls County, the only road (probably nothing morc
than a rough trail) through the project area led from
Franklin (the county scat of Howard County and center
of the Boon's Lick arca) to New London, passing
through Middle Grove, a settlement established in TS3N,
R12W, by Ezra Fox and others in 1820 (NHC 1884:91).
This road passed within a few miles of the Smith and

Ely settlements before reaching New London. The
route was laid out more formally and cleared by order of
the Ralls County court in 1825 (RCRR A:8). It became a
mail route with Middle Grove as the half~way house
(NHC 1884:178) between New London and Fayette,
which became the county seat of Howard County in
1823 (Voss 1969:76).

Roads connecting the Ely and Siith settlements
with the New London-Fayette road were established in
1824 and 1825, respectively (RCRR A:6, 8). The road
through the Ely settlement led to Bouvet's Lick in the
corner of the project area, where it connected with roads
to Hannibal and New London. The road through the
Smith scttlement went to Palmyra (Figure 3). Both
Palmyra, which became the county seat of Marion
County in 1826, and the river port of Hannibal (also in
Marion County) were founded in 1819 (Holcombe

1884:146).
Further settlement in the project area during the

carly 1820s appears to have taken place south of the New
London-Fayette road. along the Elk Fork of Salt River in
the southwest part of T54N, R9W, and the southeast part
of T54N, R10W, where the carliest settlers probably were
members of the McGee family, who arrived in 1824
(NHC 1884:74), and mcmbers of the Donaldson and
Roberts families. Robert Donaldson appears in the 1822
poll book of Salt River Township and James Roberts
appears in the 1824 poll book of Union Township.
Another area settled carly in the 1820s was along Pigeon
Roost Creck. ncar the New London-Fayette road,
where the Scobee family and the Rogers brothers
(Andrew, Aleri, and Ariel) purchased hundreds of acres
carly in the 1820s. Stephen Scobee, Sr. arrived in Ralls
County in 1821 (NHC 1884:496) and Andrew Rogers,
who purchased 1440 acres in 1819, was in the county by
1824 (RCRR A:7), if not before. A post office that
served most of the project area was established in the
Pigeon Roost Creek settlement on December 28, 1825,
and was known as the Mount Prairic post office (Perry
Enterprise, April 26, 1962). There also were early settlers
along upper Lick Creck, where Peter Grant (who was a
justice of the peace during most of the 1820s) and
George Purvis had settled by 1822 (Poll Book of Salt
River Township,1822). North of the Ely scttlement in
sections 2, 3, 10, and 11, of T55N. R6W, there was a
group of carly settlers, including Thomas P. Norton,
who was in the county by 1822, according to a poll
book for that year (Megown 1878:9).

A road from Bouvet's Lick (in the northeast corner
of the project arca) that ran along the west side of Salt
River, crossed at the future site of Cincinnati, and
connected with the New London-Fayette road, was
established in 1828 (RCRR A:12). A road running
parallel to the 1824 road through the Ely settlement was
cstablished in 1829 (RCRR A:14). This made three
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Figure 3. Map of roads, towns, mills, rural nonagricultural specialization, schools, and churches in

the project area in 1840,

parallel roads connecting Bouvet's Lick to the Ely
scttlement and to the New London-Fayette road.

SETTLEMENT IN 1830

The influx of settlers in the late 1820s increased the
population density of Salt River Township by 1830 to
2.7 persons/mi” (1.04/km-), not ‘ncluding slaves. Popu-
lation density in Jackson Township, to the west, was 1.7
persons/mi” (0.4/km?) (calculated from the Ralls Coun-
ty census of 1830). This probably reflects greater accessi-
bility of the castern part of the project area (Salt River
Township) at this time. As noted previously, there were
three parallel roads running north-south through the

arca of densest settlement in Salt River Township
around the holdings of the Elys and Thomas Norton in
T55N, R6W, connecting Bouvet's Lick and the New
London-Fayette road. Roads from Bouvet’s Lick led to
both Hannibal and New London, the only nearby
towns.

Scattered settlement was located north of the Salt
River in ranges 6, 7, and 8 with a settlement cluster in
the SW corner of T55N, R8W (Figure 2). However,
west of Range 8 and north of Township 54, settlement
was almost nonexistent in 1830. Settlement was fairly
substantial along Spencer Creck in the southeast corner
of the project area, and along Lick Creek and Pigeon
Roost Creek. The Smith settlement increased in size to
the north of the Middle Fork in Range 9 and there was a
continuous area of settlement along the Elk Fork in the
west half of Range 9 through Range 10 along the New
London-Fayette road.
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Organization of Monroe County

Monroe County was created by the state General
Assembly on January 6, 1831 (NHC 1884:93). The arca
included in Monroe County was all of Ralls County
west of a line running north-south one mile west of the
line between ranges 6 and 7 (Figure 4). The north
boundary was the Marion County line along the line
between ranges 6 and 7; the west boundary was the
Randolph County linc located between ranges 12 and
13. The south boundary was the line between townships
52 and 53. The area south of this line (which later became

Audrain County) was attached administratively to Mon-
roe and Callaway counties. In the same act, Hancock S.
Jackson of Randolph County, Stephen Glascock of Ralls
County, and Joscph Holliday of Pike County (who later
moved to Monroe County (NHC 1884:94]) were named
commissioners to locate the county seat.

The first county court met on February 16, 1831, at
the house of Green V. Caldwell, located on the New
London-Fayette road in the corner of Section 24, T54N,
R10W. Caldwell came from New London, where he
probably had been a storekeeper, and opened a store in
his house, hoping it would become the site of the




Monroe County scat (NHC 1884:132-133). Caldwell's
location was logical since it was one mile west of the
intersection of the Palmyra and New London-Fayette
roads. The original and new (1829) routes of the New
London-Fayettwe road diverged at Caldwell’s house. In
addition to Caldwell’s store, there was a blacksmith
shop nearby, at the intersection of the Palmyra and New
London roads, operated by James H. Smith (MCCR
A:l41).

The county court did meet at Caldwell’s house on
five occasions (February 16, May 1, Junc 4, August 1,
and September 12, 1831), but Caldwell died sometime
between the first and second meetings (MCCR A:2),
The commissioners appointed to choose the site of the
county seat did not choose the area around Caldwell's
house and store, where nearby road intersections pro-
vided access to towns outside the project arca. Instead,
they chose a site about 2.5 miles to the northwest, near
the Middle Fork of the Sale River (Paris on Figure 4) on
land owned by James C. Fox, the son of Ezra Fox, the
tirst settler in the Middle Grove arca (Union Township)
in the southwest part of the county. Fox purchased this
piece of land (the west halt of the northwest quarter of
Section 11, T34N, R10W) on January 3, 1831, three days
before the act creating Monroe County was passed. Fox
donated 4 acres of his 8t-acre tract tor the “scat of
Justice™ of Monroce county on June 3, 1831, as recorded
in a deed trom James C. Fox to the commissioners
named above, on behalf of the county (MCDR A7),
James R. Abernathy sold 9 acres of an adjacent 80-acre
tract (purchascd on September 16, 1830) to the commis-
stoners tor $25 (MCDR A:9). Ab  thy married Rosanna
Davis (NHC 1884:505), probably . ster of Reese Davis,
onc of the first judges of the cour. ; court, also from
Union Township. Abernathy was appointed commis-
sioncr of township school lands and county treasurer
during Davis’ tenure on the court. The remainder of the
town tract sclected by the commissieners was located on
25 acres of land owned by Hightower T. Hackney.
Hackney sold this to the commissioners tor $100 and
apparently left the county, since he doces not appear in
the 1840 census.

After selecting the townsite, the commissioners were
guests in James Fox's house near Middle Grove. “Per-
haps as some consideradon for the kind hospitality
extended to them, Mrs. Fox was permitted the honor of
naming the new town, which she called Paris. atter
Paris, Kentucky, her old home™ (NHC [884:133). Mrs.
Fox was Ann Smith (Henning n.d.). a member of the
Smith family who began the Smith settlement.

At the first mecting of the county court on February
16, 1831, at Caldwell's house, John Curry, Willam P.
Stephenson, and Andrew Rogers prescited their com-
missions from the governor to serve as county judges
for four vears (MCCR A:1). John Curry’s house and
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land was located across the road from Caldwell’s house.
William P. Stephenson probably was trom Union Town-
ship (the Middle Grove area) and Andrew Rogers was
from the Pigeon Roost Creek settlement located in what
later became Jefterson Township. At this meeting
Ebenezer W. McBride was appointed county clerk and
posted a $3000 bond. John S. McGee was appointed
county assessor and posted a $400 bond (MCCR A:1).

When the county court next met on May 1, 1831, at
the house of the late Green V. Caldwell, there were two
new justices: Robert Simpson and Reese Davis. No
explanation is given in the record for this change,
although John Curry may have opposed the Paris loca-
tion for the site ot the county seat. Robert Simpson,
clected president of the court, owned 400 acres along the
New London-Fayette road about two miles cast of
Caldwell's house. Reese Davis was from Union Town-
ship (probably from the Middle Grove area) and owned
tour slaves. Andrew Rogers was from the castern part of
Monroe County, having entered {440 acres in 1819
between Pigeon Roost Creek and the South Fork of Sale
River. He previously had served as a county judge of
Ralls County from November, 1827, to June. 1828
(Megown 1878:10), and ran unsuccesstully for the state
legislature in August. 1828 (Ralls County poll books
1828). Andrew Rogers apparently was living with a
brother, Aleri Rogers (Ralls County census 1830). to
whom he had sold 640 acres along Pigeon Roost Creek
in 1828 (RCDR A:478-479).

At this mecting of the county court. a sheritt (William
Runklce) and a collector (Samucl H. Smith of ¢the Smith
scttlement) were appointed. The county was divided
into three townships running north-south. Jetferson
Township, to the cast, was 10 miles wide: the central
township, Jackson, also was 10 miles wide; and the
western township, Union, was 11 miles wide. A polling
place was designated in cach township and clection
Judges were appointed. Elections in Jetferson Township
were to be held at the house of John Wite, near the site of
Florida, and clections in Jackson Township were to be
held at the house of Reese Davis, one of the county
judges. A constable also was appointed for cach township.

The third session of the county court was held on
Junc 4, 1831, the day after the land for Paris was deeded
to the county by James C. Fox, James R. Abernathy, and
Hightower T. Hackney. At this session James C. Fox
was appointed commissioner for the sale of Paris town
lots. and he posted a bond of $8000. James R. Abernathy
was appointed commissioner of township school lands
and posted a bond of 81,000, This position involved
sclling the lands in Section 16 of cach congressional
township in the county and collecting the proceeds for
the support of schools. Both Fox and Abernathy were
allowed to collect commissions on the sales they made.
John S. McGee was appointed county surveyor (as well
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as asscssor; see above) and was ordered to survey the
town of Paris. Lots in Paris were ordered to be sold at
auction on Scptember 12, 1831, on credit, with one-
third of the price payable after 6, 12, and 18 months
from the date of sale (MCCR A:45).

James C. Fox presented the town plat of Paris to the
county court on August 1, 1831, in Caldwell’s house.
The county court ordered town lots to be sold on
September 12 to the highest bidder and reserved block
1, lots 1 and 2, for a jail and block 2, lot 8, for a market
house. The site of the court house already had been
designated on the plat as the public square. The next
meeting of the county court was to be held in Paris
(MCCR A:9).

Sale of Paris town lots was successful, with 127 lots
being sold for 820-30, except tor about 30 lots that had
commercial potential along Main Street and around the
square. These lots must have stimulated competitive
bidding. since they were sold for $50-150 cach. The
highest price paid was for lots 6 and 7. in block 12,
opposite the court house site (MCCR A:128-134). They
were purchased by Marshall Kelley, who opened the
first inn and tavern in Paris. He was issued a tavern
license by the county court in February, 1833, retroac-
tive to November 12, 1832 (MCCR A:43). This inn later
became the Glenn House hotel.

The August, 1831, mecting of the county court was
mostly concerned with establishing roads and road
districts. Road districts were established for maintaining
roads alrcady in existence (the New London-Fayette
road and Palmyra road), and petitions were received tor
roads to be cstablished joining Paris with the New
London-Fayette road to the southwest, southeast, and
south. The road to the south was to extend to the Boone
County linc in the direction of Columbia. Petitions tor
roads trom Paris to Florida (Figure 3) and trom Paris in
the direction of Hannibal also were received. These
roads were laid out and declared to be public roads in
1832.

At the November 19, 1831, meeting ot the county
court in the house of Matthew Walton in Paris. 83100
was appropriated to build a brick court house 50 feet
square and two stories high (MCCR A:16). Sylvester
Hagan. who had been appointed superintendent of
countv land in Paris at the November 7 meeting (MCCR
A1 was directed to advertse for bids. Also ordered
to be built was a wooden jail with dimensions ot 32 x 20
teet, contamming two 1ooms cach 7 feet high (MCCR
A-13). This was to be a substantial structure with walls
30 inches thick. Doors were to be covered with quarter-
inch iron plate having spikes 4 inches apart. Apparently
one room of the jail was for criminals and the other
room was tor debtors, since modifications to the “debtors’
room’ were ordered 1o be made in November, 1834,
and were to consist ot the addition ot an mnner door

having an opening 8 inches square “‘for the purpose of
handing in nourishment™ to the persons within the
“debtors’ room™ (MCCR A:154). The jail, for which
$1000 had been appropriated, was completed in February,
1834, a foot higher than specified (MCCR A:91).

The county was funded from several sources: property
taxes, license fees, sale of town lots in Paris, sale of
township school lands (Section 16), and the state road
and canal fund (sce below). Property taxes were set at
12.5¢ on every $100 of assessed value (MCCR A:33).
Licenses were required for merchants, grocers, retailers
of “wines and spiritous liquors,” inns and taverns, and
ferries. Grocers' licenses were $10 in 1831 and mer-
chants’ licenses and tavern licenses probably were also
§10 at this tme. In 1837, merchants’ license fees were set
at §22.50), grocers’ licenses were $10, and tavern licenses
were 8$20. These fecs were split evenly by the county and
the state (MCCR A:330). Merchants’ and grocers’
licenses were good for six months and tavern licenses
were issued for one year.

The town of Paris (Figure 3) was “owned™ by the
county and proceeds from the sale of lots (less J.C. Fox’s
commission) became county funds. More lots were
platted and oftered for sale in September, 1835 (MCCR
A:255). Occasionally, the source of funds disbursed by
the county court is specitied in the records, and 1t
appears that the town lot funds were used in part to pay
for the construction ot the court house. Praceeds from
the sale of Scection 16 lands went to support county
schools and was supervised by J. R. Abernathy., who
received 2 commission on vach sale. Trustees were
appointed to receive the school funds tor cach con-
gressional township where sales of Section 16 lands had
taken place. The state road and canal tund, also known
as the 3% tund, consisted of 3% of all revenue from
federal public land sales in Missourt, which was given
to the state to distribute among the counties for bridge
construction and road maintenance (Peters 1845¢:674-
675).

The collector was responsible for sale of licenses and
collection of property taxes. Money collected by the
collector and the commissioner of town lots was turned
over to the treasurer, who was allowed 3% of all money
received. There was a difterent collector every vear until
1837, but the position of treasurer was held by Ebencezer
W. McBride from 1831 to May. 1833, McBridce also was
county clerk throughout the decade. James R. Abernathy,
conuuissioner of township school lands. was appointed
county treasurer in May, 1833, and retained the position
throughout the decade.

Duc to the lack of banking facilitics, county tunds
were loaned or given in trust to local citizens. Proceeds
trom sale ot school lands were given to trustees m cach
congressional township or school district. This was
donce as carly as February, 18330 when funds trom sale of




school land in Secuion 16, T54N, R8W, were entrusted
to Edmund Damrell of Florida, who was a judge of the
county court at the time (MCCR A:42). Funds from
T54N, R10W, were entrusted to George Glenn. In May,
1835, new trustees were appointed for school district 11,
which was in T54N, R8W, (MCCR A:207). However,
Damrell (who was no longer a county judge) apparently
did not give up the tunds entrusted to him, since in May,
1836, he was ordered to pay into the treasury all money
he had in his possession as trustee of the school district,
and in June, 1836, the county treasurer (Abernathy) was
sent by the court to recover school funds from Damrell.
It he retused to pay, the treasurer was instructed to
msticute suit tor recovery of funds (MCCR A:316, 325).

Apparently, the court was becoming  dissatistied
with the performance of Abernathy as commissioner of
school lands, since he was required to post a new $1,000
bond in November of 1835 (MCCR A:272). In February,
1836, the position ot school land commissioner was
abolished and Abernathy turned over all proceeds from
sale of school lands in his possession to the county
court, which loaned them out to Samuel Curtright
(president of the county court), Ebenezer W. McBride
(county clerk). and tour others (MCCR A:303). In 1836,
the sheriff, Thomas Pool, was empowered to sell school
lands. Pool also served as county collector in 1837, 1838,
and 1839.

The state road and canal fund (3% fund) also was
loaned to individuals. In September, 1834, the bonds of
the road and canal fund were given to the constable of
Jackson Township tor collection (MCCR A:136). The
money in the fund was given to Ebenezer W. McBride,
county clerk, in June, 1835 (MCCR A:229). In Scp-
tember, 1836, Thomas Pool, the sheniff, received 8503
trom the road and canal tund, and in November, 1836,
Thomas B. Ragland. the collector, was given all money
from the same tund (MCCR A:371, 397). Ebenezer W.
McBride was given $697 from the road fund in May,
1837, and Samuel Crow was given $347.50 from the
tund in trust tor the county in May, 1837 (MCCR
A:466, 489).

Money trom the state road and canal tund was
appropriated for construction of a bridge across the
Middle Fork of the Salt River at Paris in March, 1834, to
replace a terry being operated by Edward M. Holden,
the crcuit clerk, recorder, and a justice of the peace
(MCCR A:24, 41, 94). Commissioners appointed to
draw up plans and to wke bids included James R.
Abcrnathy, Samucel Crow, and John Curry. On Junc 9,
1834, the commissioners gave the contract to James R,
Abernathy and on August 6 he was given $230 from the
road tund to begm the bridge. using plans drawn up by
Jesse Pavey (MCCR A:94, 106, 114, 118). A subscrip-
tion was taken tor additional tunds for the bridge and
Joseph Hagan was appointed commissioner in March,
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1835 (MCCR A:183, 202). In February, 1836, Joseph
Hagan and other commissioners were appomted to
decide if alterations in the bridge plan were required.
They reported in May that the bridge abutments were
complete and that all material except weatherboarding
was on the site. It was decided that Abernathy should be
released from his contract but would be paid $760.35 of
the $929.87 specified in the contract (MCCR A:316).
This occurred at the same time that the position of
commissioner of school lands (held by Abernathy) was
abolished.

A new bridge commissioner, William K. Vanarsdall,
was appointed on June 1, and a new contract was let to
Joseph Hagan, who posted a $1184 bond (MCCR
A:327, 328). Hagan also was appointed public adminis-
trator of the county for two years, tor which he posted a
$10,000 bond (MCCR A:328). This position apparently
mvolved administration of estates without heirs. Mcan-
while. Abernathy was granted a license to operate the
ferry at the bridge site (MCCR A:444) and Vanarsdall,
the bridge commissioner, was named superintendent of
public buildings in Paris (MCCR A:469).

The bridge still had not been completed by August,
1837, when George M. Buckner and Altred Orr were
appointed to examine the bridge and to judge the worth
of the work (MCCR A:531). On May 7, 1838, new plans
and a new contract were drawn up. This is the last
reference to the bridge through June, 1840, Thus, 1t
appears that after six years, three contractors. numerous
commissioners, and the expenditure of hundreds of
dollars, there still was no bridge across the river at Parts.

J. R. Abernathy, although he had lost his position as
commissioner of school lands and his contract for
bridge construction, was still county treasurer and was
recciving 3% of all incoming county funds and $1.00 for
cvery wagon and team that crossed the river on his ferry
at Paris. Abernathy served as treasurer until 1843, when
he was appointed prosccuting attorney for the circuit
court. Abernathy later served as a county judge and was
an owner of the Paris Mercury from 1844 1o 1851 (NHC
1884:199, 505). James C. Fox, the commissioner of town
lots, participated less in county government than
Abernathy, being concerned principally with running
his store, the first in Paris (NHC 1884:532). The county
court met in a room on the second floor of his store
before the court house was completed (MCCR A3,
70).

TOWNSHIPS AND TOWNS, 1831-1840

Florida. located at the confluence of the North and
South forks ot the Salt River in castern Monroe County




(Figure 3), actually was the first town platted in Monroe
County, predating Paris by several months. The town
site of Florida was surveyed March 26, 1831, and the
plat was recorded on May 24, 1831, The original town
contained 94 lots in 15 blocks. Florida was located in the
south half of the northwest quarter of S¢ .on 3, T34N,
R8W. which was purchased at the Palmy. . land office
on February 10, 1831, by a group of six local residents:
Hugh A. Hickman, john T. Grigsby, William Keenan,
Wilham W. Penn, John Witt, and Richard Cave.

Florida was located at what was thought to be the
head of navigation on the Salt River, where two water-
powered grist and saw mills were located. Once mill was
located on the south bank of the South Fork in the
southwest quarter of Section 3, T34N, R8W (Edwards
Bros. 1876). The mill was built by Peter Stice,
who purchased the property on September 2, 1828
(MCPBOE). Hugh Hickman and John Saling pur-
chased the mall and 80 acres of land on November 19,
1830, for $1000 (RCDR B:43). Hickman was the actual
operator of the mill, since Saling was operating a mill
west of Paris carly in 1833 (MCCR A:43). Saling sold
his halt-interest in the Florida mill to Hickman on May
t1, 1835, for $700 (MCDR B:88). Hickman lived on a
tarm about 1.5 miles southeast of the mill on land pur-
chased in November and December of 1830 (MCPBOE;
NHC 1884:152). The other mill was built by Richard
Cave in the fall of 1830 on the North Fork. in the
southeast corner of Section 33, T35N, R8W (Powers
1831, MCDR B:403). Cave was living in a housc near
the mill in 1835 (MCDR B:405).

The other tounders of Florida consisted ot a store-
keeper, a lawver or a doctor, and several tarmers.
Wilham N. Penn had a store at Hickman's mill in the fall
of 1830, which may have been the tirst store in what was
to become Monroe County (NHC 1884:92). William
Keenan was either a doctor (NHC 1884:92) or a lawver
(Gregory 19639} and resided in Spencer Township i
1830 (Ralls County Census, 1830). John Witt and John
Grigsby both were farmers, Witt having purchased land
adjacent to the Florida town site in 1828 (MCPBOE).
Richard Cave (the mill owner) sold his interest in the
town lots to Robert Donaldson on February 16, 1831,
tor $18.50. and Grigsby sold his interest to Donaldson
on October 1, 1831, for 830 (MCDR A:476, 477).
Donaldson probably lived on 320 acres in the north halt
ot Sccuon 2000 T35N. R&W, scveral nules north ot
Florida. which he purchased on October 13, 1829
(MCPBOE). Donaldson was a farmer and justice of the
pt\l(k‘.

Town lots i Florida were advertised on April 16,
1831, 10 che Missouri Intelligencer, a Columbia, Missouri,
newspaper. A public auction ot lots was to be held June
1. 1831, However, no deeds to lots in Florida were made
untd fulv 30 1832 (MCDR). The advertisement stated

that the Salt River was navigable for several months cach
year and that arrangements had been made with the state
legislature for clearing and dredging the Salt River from
its mouth to Florida. In preparation, the legislature
passed an act in 1831 prohibiting dams being built below
the forks of the Salt River (Gregory 1965:19). In March,
1834, the Monroc County court appropriated $500 for
clearing the Salt River from the forks to the Ralls
County line, to be supervised by Andrew Rogers,
Richard Cave, and Hugh Hickman (MCCR A:95). A
later attempt to make the Sale River navigable to Florida,
by the Salt River Navigation Company, is described
below.

Three of the original founders of the town died
within five years: Willlam Keenan in 1834, Robert
Donaldson in 1835, and John Grigsby in 1836 (MCPR).
John Wite was in:prisoned for debt in Randolph County
in 1833 but was released in February 1834, “on petition
of various houscholders ot Monroe County™ (MCCR
A:74). Richard Cave sold his mill in August, 1835, but
had a store in Florida in 1837 (MCCR A:443). He was in
the Towa Territory in 1840 (MCDR B:405, E:15). By
1838 at least 75% of the lots had passed out of the hands
of the original purchasers.

The tirst house in Florida (probably located just
outside the town limits to the cast) was buile by Edmund
Damrell (NHC 1884:14). who arrived in the spring of
1831 (Powers 1931) and became a judge of the county
court in May, 1832, replacing Andrew Rogers, who
resigned. Damrell opened a “house of entertainment’™ in
Florida in Julv, 1833, where clections were held in
subscquent years (MCCR A58, 111). Penn moved his
store to Florida and a grocery was opened by Robert
George and James Porter in 1834, it not carlier (NHC
1884:92; MCCR A:96). Judging by the grocery licenses
granted, there were three or four grocerices in operation
simultancously in Florida in the Jatter half of the 1330s
(MCCR). Two merchant’s heenses also were issued tor
Florida in 1834 (MCCR A:105). Trades represented in
the 1830s in Flonda included a blacksmith, a tilor, a
shoemaker. a saddler, a turniture maker, a tanner, a
harness maker, and a doctor (Gregory 1963:10)).

John M. Clemens (father of Samucl Clemens) was a
resident of Florida from 1835 to 1839, arriving during the
period of cconomic expansion and inflation prior to the
Panic of 1836, Clemiens was urged to come to Florida
from cast Tennessee by his wite’s brother-in-law, John
Quarles. a merchant in Florida, who expected the town
to develop rapidly as a supply point tor the surrounding
arca (Roberts n.d.:11). Clemens entered 240 acres cast of
Florida in Junc, 1835, and purchased another 40 acres
adjomning one ot his enuics "MCPBOE; MCDR B:87).
All this land. with the exception of 80 acres. was
bottomland along the river and included the forks arca.
Clemens also purchased a house and store in Florida




previously owned by James Bryant (MCDR C:266) in
May, 1836. Clemens was living in another house located
on 2.75 acres of land on the north edge of Florida when
he lett for Hannibal in 1839 (MCDR E:298).

Clemens’ enterprises in Florida provide an example
of the activitics of a frontier entrepreneur. According to
Holcombe (1884:914), Clemens had studied law in
Columbia, Adair County, Kentucky, and had married
Jane Lampton, the daughter of a Columbia dry goods
merchant. He then moved to Tennessee where he partici-
pated in the organmization of Fentress County and served
as the first circuit court clerk. While in Florida from
1835 to 1839 Clemens engaged in farming and merchan-
dising (Holcombe 1884:914).

Clemens was actively engaged in promoting and
developing Florida, and his name appears first on the hist
of commisstoners appointed by the state General Assem-
bly to take subscriptions of stock tor the Salt River
Navigation Company. incorporated by an act of the
General Assembly on January 2, 1837. This company
was empowered to enter on any land along Salt River
tor the purpose ot making the river navigable for steam
boats from its mouth to the forks at Florida by dredging,
changing the course of the river, and erecting locks and
dams (State of Missouri 1836-37:229-234). The company
was to be funded by subscription (the sciling of stock at
850 per share). Other commissioners included Edmund
Damrell, Hugh Meredith (who purchased Cave’s mill in
1835), two Florida merchants, and Paris businessmen,
including James C. Fox. There also were commis-
sioners from Ralls and Pike countics. As noted above,
John Clemens had purchased 40 acres—which included
the forks ot Salt River—upon his arrival in 1835.

Clemens also was first on the list of commissioners
appointed to sell stock in the Florida and Paris Rail Road
Company, incorporated February 2. 1837, by the state
General Assembly (State of Missouri 1836-37:237-238).
The railroad was to run trom the proposed head of
navigation at the forks of the Salt River to Paris. Other
commissioners included Edmund Damrell and Hugh
Meredith trom Florida, and James C. Fox and James R.
Abcernathy of Paris.

A third Florida venture in which John Clemens
participated was the Florida Academy, incorporated on
February 6, 1837, with Edmund Damrell as president
and John M. Clemens, james W. Herndon, Braxton
Pollard, John A. Quarles, Philip Williams, and James R.
Abernathy as trustees. The academy was to have junior
and scnior branches with hterature, reading. writing,
and arithmetic in the junior branch and English and
“other languages and sciences™ in the senior branch.
Orphans, the poor. and females were to be educated
when funds allowed (Stare of Missouri 1836-37:146-148).

The navigation and railroad companies apparently
never acquired the necessary capital to operate, since
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little if any construction was ever carried out. Gregory
(1965:20) states that a lock and dam was begun at
Cincinnati in Ralls County but cites no evidence for
this. It is not known if the Florida Academy cver
functioned. It is probable that these ventures were
proposed to the General Assembly in 1836 before the
recession began and were not acted upon until carly
1837. However, by this time contraction of the econo-
my made capitalization of these ventures impossible.
The charter of the navigation company was extended for
two years in February, 1839, but to no avail (State of
Missouri 1838-39:239).

John Clemens did not discontinuc his activities in the
arca. Florida was incorporated on March 1. 1837, proba-
bly through the encouragement of Clemens. He was
appointed county judge in November, 1837, replacing
Edward Shropshire (who resigned) until the next elec-
tion in the fall of 1838 (MCCR A:542). Clemens proba-
bly hoped he could promote the development of Mon-
roc County and Florida through this position. The same
day he was appointed, the county court granted a ferry
license to Hugh Hickman for a ferry at his mill south of
Florida. During Clemens’ term on the court in May,
1838, 8500 was appropriated for a bridge on the North
Fork of Salt River near Hugh Meredith’s mill, and
another 8500 was appropriated for a bridge on the South
Fork near Hickman's mill.

John Clemens’ last attempt to make his fortune
Florida was the construction of a saw mill located just
above the forks of the Salt River on some of his
bottomland adjacent to the river. Clemens filed a peti-
tion with the circuit court to build a dam tive teet high
for a water saw mill on March 20, 1838, and the request
was approved on September 17, 1838 (MCCCR, Box
21, No. 431). Apparently, something was constructed
on this land since when he sold it to Ira Stout of
Hannibal in November 1839, along with other land
totaling 160 acres plus his house and 2.7 acres on the
edge of Florida, he received 83000. The house was
worth less than 8500, since Stout sold it for $480 one
month later (MCDR E:321). This means that Clemens
reccived $15.75/acre for his 160 acres. Unimproved land
at this time probably was worth about $2/acre and
certainly less than $5/acre during that depression period.
Ira Stout sold the 80 acres containing the mill site to
George T. Cannon of Jeftferson County, Kentucky. in
September, 1840, for 31600 (MCDR E:394), or S20/
acre, thus indicating the presence of a valuable structure.
Sale of Clemens' house and other land to Stout marks
Clemens’ departure for Hannibal in the fall of 1839.

[+ 1837, there were 60 familics in Florida and “an
extensive hemp manufactory” was “ncarly completed™
there (Wetmore 1837:120-121). In 1840, there were 209
free and 72 slave inhabitants in Florida, plus 7 stores and
21 “manufacturing” businesses, according to the census
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for that year. Paris at that time was similar, having a
population of 218 plus 71 slaves, 6 stores, and 21
“manufacturing” businesses.

Three more towns were founded in Monroe County
during the period of economic expansion and land
speculation that culminated in the Panic of 1837, The
towns of Clinton and Jonesburg were platted on August
2. 1836, and Seprember 19, 1836, respectively (MCDR
B:400, 419). Clinton and Jonesburg were competing
towns with only an alley separating them, both located
in Section 33 of T56N, R9W, on the North Fork of the
Sale River (Figure 3). Chinton was platted by George
Glenn, Spotswood S, Williams, and Samuel Bryan.
Glenn was a merchant with stores in Middle Grove and
Paris. A mill and terry (operated by Williams) were
located near the town, which consisted of 48 lots
arranged along onc street that led to the ferry at the
river. A grocer’s license was issued tor Clinton in
February, 1837 (MCCR A:443).

Jonesburg was platted by Gabriel Jones and Greenlee
Hays and had 81 lots arranged around a central town
square (MCDR B:419). A grocer’s license was issued to
Gabriel Jones for a store on the “north part of Salt
River™ on August 1, 1836, so it appears that a store was
m operation betore the town was platted (MCCR A:33).
Another grocer’s license was issued to Lewis Saunders in
February, 1837, and a merchant's license was issued to
Gabriel Jones and Company of Jonesburg in May. 1837
(MCCR A:443, 533). The competition berween the two
towns is retlected in contlicts over the routes of proposed
county roads. Both groups of town proprictors wanted
county roads to run through their town and not through
the other (MCCR A:431). In Clinton 27 of the 48 lots
had been sold by 1840 and in Jonesburg, 57 of the 81 lots
had been sold (including two blocks containing 21 lots
to Gough and Gough). In 1840 there were three stores in
Clinton-Jonesburg and 11 “manutfacturing” concerns
{Monroc County Census 1840). Combined population
of the two towns in 1840 was 83 plus five slaves.

The third town tounded at this time was Santa Fe,
located on the South Fork of the Salt River in Section 17
of T33N. R8W (Figure 3). Santa Fc was platted on
October 6, 1836, by John Bybee (MCDR B:427), a
doctor who had moved trom Boone County, Missouri.
Santa Fe consisted ot 84 lots with 2 lots reserved for a
meeting house (MCDR B:427). By 1840, there were
one store and tive “manutacturing” businesses (Monroe
County Census 1840). and a population of 24 plus three
slaves.

Four towns were platted in western Ralls County in
the 1830s: Newport. Cincinnati, Bloomfield, and Ralls
Town (Figure 3). The tirst three were platted in 1834 and
were located on the banks of the Salt River. Ralls Town,
located on the edge of the upland prairie. was platted in
1839. It 1s interesting that these towns were not founded

during the major period of land speculation in 1835 and
1836.

Newport was the original name of Joanna, located
on the north bank of the Salt River in the northeast
quarter ot Section 22, T35N, R7W (Figure 3). Newport
was platted sometime between January 10, 1834, when
the land was purchased by John J. Lyle, and May . 1834,
when Newport is mentioned in the description of a road
established by the Ralls County court (RCPBOE; RCRR
A:36). The exact date is not known since no plat was
filed in the county deed records. There were only two
purchases of lots i1 Newport. The first recorded sale
wias to Allen Rouse, a Methodist minister, who on
January 8, 1835 (RCDR C:132, Ralls County Census
1850). bought a lot on Main Street for $6.37. The
second purchaser was Charles L. Taylor who bought a
lot on Water Street on September 130 1836, tor $20.37
(RCDR C:188). In 1838. Taylor owned threce other lots,
but there 1s no record of their sale by Lyle (RCHR
13:69). Taylor was a merchant as shown by a July 12,
1837, mortgage tor $4000 taken out on all his property
in Newport, including the stock of goods and groceries
int his store (RCDR C:265). Taylor, who may have been
the only resident of Newport besides Lyle, defaulted on
his mortgage and his four Newport lots were sold by the
sherift to Thomas L. Anderson of Marion County on
July 3. 1838, tor $87. No other lots were sold through
1878, although William Greathouse, who probably was
Lyle's father-in-law, bought one-third interest in all
unsold Newport lots and the $0-acre parcel in which
Newport was located on February 24, 1841, from Lyle
for $iu0 (RCDR 12:231). In 1856 Greathouse sold his
interest to Henry Snyder of Ralls County for $100
(RCDR 1D:231). Snyder also acquired Lyle's and Ander-
son’s interests and sold the entire plat of Newport and 80
acres surrounding it to George Newell of Pike County.
Nlinois, on October 7. 1863, for $550 (RCDR Q:42).
Newell stll owned this land 1in 1878 (Edwards Bros.
1878).

Cincinnati was platted on June 5, 1834, by David
Blue in Section 8 of T55N, R6W. on the north bank of
the Salt River (Figure 3). where a county road,
established in 1828, forded the river (RCRR A:12,
RCDR B:317). Blue. who classiticd himself as a tarmer
in the 1840 census. purchased the land on May 8, 1833,
and May 13, 1834 (RCPBOE: Ralls County Census
1840). The original plat contained four blocks of 8 lots
cach and two halt=blocks ot 4 lots cach. One halt-block
was made into a full block, another half block was laid
out, and 3 smaller lots were laid out along Main Street,
when an addition to the plat was filed on May 1, 1836
(RCDR C:1). On August 31, 1836, another block and a
half were platted (RCDR C:91), making a total of 63 lots.
Although these additions to the plat might indicate that
Cincinnati was a successtul, expanding town, only 28 of




the 63 fots had been sold by 1844 when David Blue died.
All onginal sales of lots took place between 1835 and
1838. The addinions to the plat are more understandable
when 1t 1s noted that they were made during the height
of land speculation in 1836, Cincinnatt was a moderately
successtul town, however, since in 1837 there were two
stores, one tavern, 4 post ottice, and a Catholic chapel
(Wetmore 1837:135).

Bloomtield was platted by Wilham C. Phelps on
October 30, 1834, on the north bank of the Salt River
Scction 33, T36N, RoW (Figure 3). It consisted of tour
blocks of cight lots cach. and was located across the river
trom the Walker stcam mill, owned by William Muldrow
and John McKee. two wealthy speculators from Marion
County (RCDR B:348, C:359). McKcee and Muldrow
bought Bloomfield from Phelps and sold it along with a
halt-interest in the mill to Andrew Woods on August 7,
1837, tor $7000 (RCDR (C:359). Woods defaulted on a
mortgage on this property on July 7, 1840, and it was
purchased by Foster Ray of Marion County at a sheriff's
sale for $489.05 (RCDR 13:592). The property passed
back to McKee in 1849 (RCDR N:505). There is no
record of any lots in Bloomtield having been sold
through 1860,

Shelby County was tormed from the western part of
Marton County i January, 1835, The southcastern part
of Shelby County is within the project area (Figure 1)
and is drained by the North Fork of the Salt River. A
corrclation of Tand purchase and census data demon-
strates there were no settlers in this arca in 1830,
According to the county history (NHC 1884:620), the
tirst settlers arrived in what was to become southeastern
Shelby County in late 1831 and 1832, Scetlement must
have proceeded rapadly after 1831 since, after only four
vears, population was sutticiently high to warrant forma-
tion of Shelby County. A store and post oftice were
established in 1834 at Oak Dale. located in Scction of
T37N, RIW (outside the project arca) (NHC 1884:629).
The first county court met at Oak Dale, but the
commissioners appeinted by the state to locate the
county scat chose the site of Shelbyville (also outside the
project area). where land was probably donated by
Thomas |. Bounds. the county clerk, who also was ap-
pointed county scat commiss mer (NHC 1884:643-6-+44).
Bounds presented the plat of Shelbyville to the county
court i December, 1835, and the county court held its
first meeting in Shelbywvilie in July, 1836, The court-
house was completed in December, 1838, In 1836, there
was a store and tavern at Qak Dale and two stores in
Shelbyville (NHC 1884:44-45). Wetmore (1837:220) re-
ported that Shelbyville was *“‘in its infancy™ in 1837 and

contained two mercantile houses.

Audrain County was established on December 17,
1830, and was formed tfrom territory that haa been
administratively attached to Monroc and Callaway coun-
tics (NHC 1884:41; MCDR B:263). The county scat,
Mexico (Figure 1), was platted as a town on April 2,
1836, before the county was formed. by James H. Smith
and Robert €. Mansticld (MCDR B:263). This James
H. Smith is probably the same person as the Mouroc
County James H. Smith—who had a blacksmith shop
on the New London-Fayette road near Paris in the carly
1830s (sce above)—since he had a blacksmith shop
Mexico when he died in 1847 (MCPR, Box 48).

Increasing population in Monroce County during the
1830s made necessary the creation of new politcal
townships in addition to the three established in 1831
(Figure 3). Washington Township was tormed in August,
1833, and was located in the northeast and northeentral
parts of the county (MCCR A:53). South Fork Town-
ship was located in the southeastern part of the county
and was crcated in June. 1834 (MCCR A:113). and
Marion Township. located in the western part of Mon-
roc County (outside the project area), was tormed in
March, 1835 (MCCR A:192). Indian Creek Township
was forried in the northeastern part of the county m
November, 1839 (MCCR B:153). New pohiucal town-
ships were also formed in Ralls County in the 1830s:
Saline Township in the northwest, Clay in the north-
central, and Jasper in the southeastern part of the county
(Figure 3).

From the above, it can be seen that the decade of the
1830s was a period of rapid cconomic and political
development in the project arca. The founding and
growth of towns and political subdivisions was accompa-
nied by construction of county road systems that made
most arcas accessible to wagons and facilitated farm to
market transactions (sce Chapter 3). Development of
the arca was promoted by rapid in-migration during the
1830s, which increased population density fro.n about
two persons/mi” in 1830 to 11 persons/mi” in 1840
Some of these new settlers probably were attracted by
carly road and town construction, so that cconomic
development and local improvements were related to
population density increases in a positive feedback cycle.
Increases in population density, as reflected i land
purchasing patterns, are examined in Chapter 4, and
both town development and occupational specialization
are studied further in Chapter 6. The origins and
cultural background of these settlers are discussed in the
next chapeer.




CULTURAL BACKGROUND AND
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF SETTLERS

ORIGINS OF SETTLERS

Settlers in the Boon's Lick area along the Missoun
River were primarily from Kentucky and Tennessce,
bringing to Missouri an “Upper South tradition” (Voss
1969-1970) that aftected their poliucal, soaal. and cco-

nomic decisions. Settlers o the Salt River area of

northeast Missouri also were primanily from the upper
South, cspecially trom the states of Kentucky and
Virginua. A study of biographies i county histories
(Holcombe 1884, NHC 1884, Owen 1895) and of places
of residence given on land patents (see Chapter 1)
provides a sample of ongins of scttlers (residents as
detined in Chapter 1) of the project arca by county
(Table 1). Locations of these counties and the number of
tanmuhies from cach county are shown n Figure 5, along
with probable migration routes to the project area.
Circled numbers in Figure 5 indicate the number ot

families tfrom a state for which no specitic county of
ongin is known. Table 2 ists counties m Missourt given
as previous residences of setders ot the project arca.
Locations of these Missourt counties are shown in
Figure 5.

Sixty-three percent ot tamilies i the project area tor
which a specitic county of origin 1s known were from a
34-county arca (marked with the letter b i Table 1),
known as the Bluegrass region of Kentucky, as detined
by Davis (1927:Figure 6). This arca surrounding Lexing-
ton was the first arca in Kentucky to be settded as a result
of the westward expansion of settlement from picdmont
Virginia during the colonial period. By 18200 popula-
tion densities i the Bluegrass counties had reached 25-40
persons/mi” (calculated from Flint 1970, 11:181-182),
which probably contributed to turther westward expan-
sion to the Boon's Lick arca ot Missourt during the
period of cconomic prosperity following the end of the
War ot 1812, This migration probably tolowed the
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TABLE 1.

Origins of Settlers by Number of Families
per County, According to Patents and
Published and Unpublished Sources®

County State Patent  Published  Tortal
Anderson® Kentucky 1 1
Bath® Kentucky 2 4 6
Boone” Kentucky 1 2 3
Rourbon” Kentucky 4 4 8
Bullett Kentucky 1 1
Casey Kentucky 2 2
Clark* Kentucky 1 4 5
Fayette® Kentucky 2 3 5
Franklin® Kentucky 2 1 3
Garrard® Kentucky 1 1 2
Green Kentucky ] 1 2
Greenup Kentucky 1 3 4
Harrison” Kentucky 1 2 3
Jessamine® Kentucky 3 3
Lawrence Kentucky 1 1
Lincoln Kentucky 5 2 7
Madison” Kentucky 1 3 4
Marion Kentucky 2 2
Mason® Kentucky 1 ]
Mercer® Kentucky 7 1 8
Neclson Kentucky 2 1 3
Nicholas’ Kentucky 1 1
Oldham" Kentucky 1 1
Owen” Kentucky 1 1
Scott” Kentucky 7 4 11
Shelby* Kentucky 3 2 5
Simpson Kentucky 2 2
Union Kentucky 1 1 2
Warren Kentucky 1 1 2
Washington” Kentucky 3 3
Woodford" Kentucky 1 2 3
Fentress Tennessee 1 1
Robertson Tennessee 1 !
Rutherford Tennessee 1 1
Sullivan Tennessce 1 1
Augusta Virginia 2 2
Bedford Virginia 1 1
Caroline Virginia 1 1
Franklin Virginia ! 1
Louisa Virginia 1 1
Pagc Virginia 1 1
Patrick Virginia 1 1
Rockbridge Virginia 1 1
Tazewell Virginia 1 1
Franklin Pennsylvania 1 1
Northampton Pennsylvania 1 1
Champaign Ohio 1 1

“Sources: National Historical Company 1884; Holcombe 1884;
Henning n.d.; Owen and Company 1895,

"Counties located in Bluegrass region of Kentucky, according to
Davis (1927).

wagon road (a regular stage route by 1837 [Peck 1837:378))
from Louisville through Vincennes to St. Louis and then
up the Missouri River to the Boon's Lick arca. Others
may have traveled by sicam boat down the Ohio River
from Louisville and then up the Mississippt to St. Louis.

The Boon's Lick arca was largely settled by 1820 and
the best land was sold during the first public land
auctions, held in 1818 and 1819. Late arrivals probably
began exploring the area to the north and became aware
of the Salt River valley. One such exploring party, from
Bourbonr County, Kentucky, traversed the arca in 1817
(Holcombe 1884:143; sce Chapter 2). Descriptions of
the Salt River area reaching families dissatistied with
opportunttics in the Boon's Lick arca of Missouri and
the Bluegrass region of Kentucky influenced them to
migrate to the project arca and resulted in the partern of
migration shown in Figure 4. Intormation about the
arca probably was disseminated primarily through kin-
ship networks. An example of a letter describing the
arca to relatives “back home” is that of Richard D.
Powers (1931).

TABLE 2.

Previous Missouri Counties of Residence of
Settlers by Number of Families per County,
According to Patent Information

Number of

County familics
Boone 26
Callaway 12
Cole 2
Cooper 1
Chariton 1
Howard 22
Lincoln 2
Pike 8
St. Charles 3
St. Louis 4

THE UPPER SOUTH
CULTURAL TRADITION

Since most settlers of the project arca came trom one
region of Kentucky, they probably formed a relatively
homogencous group that shared a similar cultural tra-
dition, that of the upper South. As mentioned above,
Voss (1969-1970:212-213) describes settlers of the Boon's
Lick arca of Missouri as participatir g in an upper South
cultural tradition. Power (1953:93-109) characterizes
cmigrants from Kentucky as bearers of a ““corn and hog




culture™ and Newton (1974:152) lists iinportant ‘‘pre-
adaptive trais” of “Upland South Culture.”” Mitchell
(1972a:740) defines a pre-1860 upper South agricultural
region consisting of the states of Maryland, Virginia,
North Carolina, Kentucky, Tennessee, and Missouri,
and a similar agricultural region has been detined by
Jordan (1967). Kniffen (1965) defines essentially the same
area on the basis of the ditfusion of rural house types. A
discussion of the upper South cultural tradition as
expressed in the Bluegrass region of Kentucky occupies
the remainder of this section.

Kentucky originally was part of the colony of Virginia
and was scttled primarnily by people from there, begin-
ning betore the Revolutionary War. Early settlements
were cstablished during the 1770s at Harrodsburg,
Boonesborough, and Logan’s Camp (Flint 1970, i[:210).
The county of Kentucky was formed by the Virginia
legislature in 1776 with Harrodsburg as the county seat.
Lexington and Danville were founded in 1779 and a land
oftice was opened in the same year, Kentucky land was
offered tor sale by the government of Virginia for
£40/100 acres and a land court was established to
adjudicate conflicting claims (Gray 1958:622). In 1780,
the price was increased to £160/100 acres. No system of
land survey was established and boundaries were de-
scribed vaguely by the “metes and bounds™ system. In
some cases three or tour land warrants were issued for
the same piece of land, causing endless titigacion (Fline
1970, 11:21). Most grants were large, which tended to
concentrate land in the hands of a tew who later resold it
at a profit to actual settlers. Sixty percent of land grants
were for parcels of 1000-3000 acres and an additional
four percent ot the grants were for parcels of 5000-
10,000 acres (Gray 1958:624).

In 1792, Kentucky became the first state formed west
of the Appalachians. Lexington, located in the center of
the Bluegrass region. developed as a distribution center
for imported manutactured products. In 1802, 70% of
all manufactured products came from England (Michaux
1904:203), although local production of clothing, paper,
leather, spinning wheels, and hats had begun by 1800
(Gronert 1919:31).

The Bluegrass arca parucipated in the triangular
trade characteristic of the carly Midwest before the
advent of the stcamboat (Atherton 1939:91; Wade
1959:39).  Agricultural products were foated down-
strecam on Hatboats tor sale at New Orleans, where the
proceeds were used to buy cotton and sugar that were
shipped to the Northeast by sea. Sale of these com-
modities in Philadelphia and other aties allowed pur-
chase of English manutactured goods that were trans-
ported by wagon to Pitsburgh. From there. where
locally produced iron and glass products also were
available, goods were floated down the Ohio River to
Mavsville, Kentucky. and then were transported over-

land to Lexington merchants.

The beginning of two-way steamboat transport on
the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers stimulated the levelop-
ment of Louisville on the Ohio River as a port and
commercial distribution center during the 1820s. Lexing-
ton was unable to compete with Louisville, due to its
inland location (Wade 1959:169). Before 1820, Lexington
had six bagging factories and numerous ropewalks for
hemp processing (producing material for cotton baling
in the South), plus brass and iron foundries, and woolen,
cotton, and paper mills. During the 1820s, most of these
industries disappeared (Gronert 1919:321). While other
western towns recovered after the Panic of 1819, Lexing-
ton did not, due to the movement of commercial
distribution points to the Ohio River (Wade 1959:169).
In the 1820s, Lexington had lost its commercial lcader-
ship, but was trying to establish itself as a cultural center
revolving around Transylvania University, which came
to be known as the “Harvard of the West” (Wade
1959:185, 234). )

Kentucky was part of an upper South agricultural
and sociocultural region as defined by Mitchell (1972a:740;
1978:76, 83-86). The central portions of both Kentucky
and Tennesscee “were key locations in the interior expan-
sion of upper Southern cultural landscapes”™ (Mitchell
1978:76). Kentucky and the upper South in general were
characterized by mixed farming with a balanced system
of crops and livestock including corn, wheat, rye,
tobacco, hemp, flax, hogs, beet cattle, and horses,
supplemented by vegetables such as peas, beans, okra,
collards, and turnips (Newton 1974:152). Society was
more class-structured than in the North, due to the
presence of slaves, which created a class of wealthier
small planters who grew tobacco and hemp (Mitchell
1978:83). Upper South culture began to develop in
western Virginia, especially in the Shenandoah Valley,
where the fusion of clements from the southeastern
Pennsylvania “*hearth area”™ (corn, wheat, hogs, and beef
cattle) with clements from the Chesapeake “hearth™
(tobacco, hemp. and slavery) occurred (Mitchell 1972a:
741; 1978:81-82). Upper South culture was carried by
emigrants from western Virginia to central Kentuckyv.
The practice of fattening cattle on corn during the
winter. which later became characteristic of the corn belt
north ot the Ohio River. probably began in western
Virginia (Mitchell 1978:84).

Corn and pork could be produced by all farmers in
central Kentucky, whether they owned slaves or not,
and quantitics ot these commoditics in excess of that
necessary tor local consumption could be shipped down
river to New Orleans, torming the basis of a market
cconomy i Kentucky. Those farmers who had slave
labor available to them soon began to produce more
commercial crops such as tobacco and hemp. Tobacco
production was stimulated by high prices during the
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mflationary period of 1815-1819, but when tobacco pric-
es dechned after 18200 many tarmers switched to hemp
production, which benefited from high prices between
1826 and 1828 (Gray 1958:876-877). The production of
tobacco and hemp with slave labor, along with a more
diversitied group of food crops, difterentiates the upper
South trom the North, which had no slaves and had
wheat rather than corn as its principal grain. The upper
South is difterentiated from the lower South by the ratio
of nontood cash crops to food crops and the number of
slaves present. The lower South was characterized by
the development of a plantation economy specializing in
cotton production using large quantities of slaves, al-
though slaveless ycomen farmers also were present
(Owsley 1949).

The 1830s in the Bluegrass region saw a shift from
commercial production of tobacco and hemp to live-
stock production (Gray 1958:877). Horses and mules
were bred for sale to the lower South and West and cattle
were tattened on bluegrass and corn stalks, then driven
to castern markets (Henlein 1939). Pasture was created by
sowing blucgrass on exhausted crop lands and in wood-
lands. Trees were not closely spaced since, as Braderman
(1939:452) notes, the woods made excellent pasture
when the underbrush was cleared. The shift to stock
raising required larger farms and in the 1830s stockmen
bought the land of many tobacco and hemp producers
(Gray 1958:877). Bourbon County, Kentucky, exports
in 1835 emphasized livestock and corn (as whiskey and
teed for livestock): 40,000 hogs, 10,000 cattle, 3000
horses and mules, 850,000 worth of bacon and lard, and
$70,000 worth ot whiskey were produced (Gray 1938:
877).

Although tobacco, hemp, cattle, and horses were
commercially viable agricultural products tor men of
means (who usually owned slaves), the majority of the
population of the Bluegrass region supported them-
sclves by raising corn and hogs. Early Kentucky society
was based on “corn and hog culture” and a diet that
consisted mainly of pork and cornpone (Power 1953:109).
Hogs often ran wild in the woods in herds of hundreds,
but were fed on corn betore slaughtering (Bidwell and
Falconer 1925:167). Corn was fed to cattle and hogs and
disulled into whiskey, and was marketed in these forms
rather than as grain duc to high transportation costs
(Bidwell and Falconer 1925:349). In 1840), corn was
worth more than all other crops in central Kentucky
(Bidwell and Falconer 1925:342).

Power (1953:93-109) describes poor pioneers from
Kentucky in Indiana and Illinois in terms of the charac-
teristic hog and corn culture, a lack of hay (since cattle
could be fed corn stalks in the winter), a lack of
manuring, and little interest in orchards or dairy
products. Farmstead layout was irregular, with log
houses not oriented to the road. There were few barns

and little sheleer was provided for stock. Regarding
manuring, Bidwell and Falconer (1925:342) note that the
custom of feeding corn to cattle grazing in woodland
pasture meant that all manure was wasted in the woods.
“As late as the beginning of the fifth decade [of the
nineteenth-century] there was said to be comparatively
little interest in tertilizers in Kentucky™ (Gray 1958:807).
It is probable that the strategy of most farmers was to
purchase enough land to be able to put virgin land or
land that had long been fallow into production to replace
land exhausted by continuous cropping.

Upper South agricultural technology was based on
wood (McManis 1964:90), especially in frontier arcas,
where it was used by farmers to make houses, furniture,
tools, and wagons (Bidwell and Falconer 1925:162). In
carly ninetcenth-century Kentucky, corn tficlds were
plowed tirst with a light wooden moldboard plow, and
somctimes a wooden harrow was used to complete soil
preparation (Bidwell and Falconer 1925:342). Sceds were
planted by hand and covered with a hoc. Cultvation
was carried out with a shovel plow. The number of
cultivations, and whether or not hand hocing was
carried out, depended on weed growth and the initiative
of the farmer. By 1840, farm machinery was “still
largely the product of the farm or local blacksmith
shop™ (Bidwell and Falconer 1925:281). The major inno-
vation in the North by this tme was the cast iron plow,
which began to replace the wooden moldboard plow,
reducing human and animal labor requirements and
decreasing plowing time per acre (Bidwell and Falconer
1925:282). However, it is not known whether cast iron
plows were a factor in the expansion of upper South
agricultural frontiers. According to Rubin (1975:364). in
the upper South, *‘the direction of agricultural change
followed that of commercialized Northern agriculture,
though often with a considerable delay”” The most
important innovation in agricultural technology was the
steel plow, invented by John Decere in 1837, which made
cultivation of prairic much casier since it did not stick in
heavy prairie soils (Bidwell and Falconer 1925:283). Steel
plows were introduced into Kentucky in 1845 and were
widespread in the Midwest by 1850, Factory-made steel
plows began replacing plows fashioned by local black-
smiths in the 1850s (Bidwell and Falconer 1925:28).

The upper South developed a characteristic house
construction style in both log and trame construction.
German log construction techniques and the English
“I-frame™ house style, which diffused throughout the
upper South. originated in southeast Pennsylvania
(Kniffen 1965:561). Log houses were built only as
temporary structures in the North, but were con-
structed as permanent houses by many in the upper
South, where the use of corner notching techniques,
especially half=dovetail and V-notching, produced per-
manently locked box corners that could be covered with




siding (Kniffen and Glassic 1966:56). Larger upper
South frame houses were usually “I-houses’ that were
two rooms wide with a central hall, one room deep,
and two stories tall. Replacement of a log house with
a frame “'I-house’ usually signified attainment of small
planter status:

Early mn its movement southward the “I" house became
symbolic of economic atainment by agriculturalists and
remained so associated throughout the Upland South and its
peripheral extensions [Kniffen 1963:555].

Barns usually were small log crib barns that later were
replaced by heavy frame transverse-crib barns, which
became the dominant upper South barn (Kniffen 1965:
565).

The upper South also had a characteristic social
structure (Elkins and McKitrick 1954:567-572). The
presence of slavery “provided a different framework for
social cvolution than that farther north” (Mitchell
1978:86) and produced a more class-structured society:

A landholding clite of larger planters and ambitious yeomen
about to enter the planter ranks provided a traditional leader-
ship structure tor the conduct of political and civic affairs.
Lite was morce oligarchic than cgalitanan; liberal individual-
ism was an ideology less widely shared by the smaller
yeomen, the poor white, and most obviously, the slave.

Mitchell (1978:86) also notes that towns were less im-
portant in Kentucky than in Ohio and that Kentucky
tended to have fewer protessional people, craftsmen,
churches, and schools.

The dream of most emigrants trom the upper South
was to become a member of the planter class or landed
gentry and to found a leading family on a large tract of
land (Voss 1969-70:212). This socially and politically
dominant class cstablished small plantations and aspired
to live a life of refinement and case. The center of the
estate was a two-story country home or “‘mansion”
(probably a large ““I-house™), and wealth was based on
tobacco, hemp. or blooded stock (Voss 1969-70:213),
The most important basis of wealth, however, was land.
Most Southerners shared the conviction that “the
ownership of land was both a means to, and a mark of,
success’ (Anderson 1938:179).

Slave ownership probably was more important for
its prestige value than for its economic contributions. In
carly Kentucky slaves and owners worked together
(Braderman 1939:451). In Missouri the ownership of
slaves seems to have been a mark of greater wealth and
higher social position, rather than the basis for a distinct
cconomic system of special products (Viles 1920:40).
Slave owners “'set the tone and determined atmosphere™
and slave owners “with some capital came into the
virgin wilderness, secured the more desirable fand and
to a surprising degree furnished the political leadership™
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(Viles 1935:13). Trexler (1914:19), quoting an *“old-timer,”
states that “‘every decent Missouri family had at least one
slave, and usually from two to four, as house servants.”
However, possession of six or more slaves entitled one
to be addressed as “colonel™ (Gray 1958:874). Trexler
also states slavery was “much more a domestic than a
commercial institution,” and that masters and slaves
worked in the fields and in the house together (Trexler
1914:19). However, slaves did make a significant cco-
nomic contribution to tobacco and hemp production.
Tobacco production provided constant (yearrround) la-
bor for small numbers of slaves, who required close
supervision (Gates 1960:103), and hemp required heavy
labor in breaking, drying, pressing, and baling opera-
tions from December through April (Gates 1960:116).
Consequently, production of these cash crops probably
was restricted to the more well-to-do or “‘gentry™ class
who owned more slaves than the usual few houschold
servants.

Immigrants to the Salt River area of Missouri thus
possessed a relatively homogencous cultural back-
ground formed in the Bluegrass region of Kentucky.
This upper South culture was based on corn and hog
production and a wood-oricnted technology. It empha-
sized acquisition of land and slaves as a means to gain
social status and to become one of the rural landed
gentry. The above summary of Bluegrass cconomic and
cultural characteristics suggests reasons for migration
west. Some of these might have been the uncertainty of
land titles and lack of available land that may have been
ticd up in large estates. Formation of large cstates may
have accelerated during the early 1830s as stockmen
bought out smaller general farmers. Sale of smaller
farms may have been connected with soil depletion
resulting from continuous cropping without manuring
or fertilizing. Rather than undertake such operations,
small farmers may have preferred to sell their land and
seck virgin lands in the West. Rising land values con-
nected with the general cconomic expansion of the late
1820s and carly 1830s may have made sale of the home
place in Kentucky cconomically feasible. Finally, the
opportunity to acquire large amounts of inexpensive
public land in Missouri probably was a mecthod for
satisfying aspirations of becoming “landed gentry.” The
physical environment to which the Kentucky Bluegrass
population was adapted will be discussed in Chapter 4
when factors that conditioned location of land purchascs
are discussed.

DEMOGRAPHY AND SOCIAL
ORGANIZATION OF SETTLERS

Most settlers arrived in the project arca as parts of
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Figure 6. Graphs showing the age-sex
distributions of the population of the proj-
ect area for the years 1830, 1840, and 1850.

social units: families that acted as corporate groups in
the development of the region. Although many students
of the frontier in America have suggested that the
agricultural frontier was composed of a disproportion-
ately high number of single young men (Eblen 1965:
399; Peterson 1961:629), a statistical study of census
information from nonslave frontier agricultural counties
in the period 1840-1860 has demonstrated that the
percentage of men between 20 and 40 was only 20-25%
higher than the national average, and that only one-third
of them were unmarried (Eblen 1965:412-413). A
demographic analysis of the project area shows that
single young men played even less of a role in an upper
South frontier with slaves, and that large, sometimes
extended, families were the basic social and economic
units.

The age-sex distributions of the population of the
project arca for the years 1830, 1840, and 1850 are
summarized in Tables 3-5, and are shown as age-sex
pyramids in Figurc 5. The populations for 183() and 1840
are composites of data for Ralls County and Monroe
County political townships located within the project
arca.! Since some of these political townships extend
beyond the boundaries of the project area, the totals
include people living outside the area, especially for
1840). However, the percentages and sex ratios probably

"These townships are Salt River and Jackson in 1830; Salt River,
Salinc, Jefferson, South Fork, Indian Creek. Washington, and Jackson
in 1840 (sec Figs. 2 and 3 for locations).




are tairly representative of the project arca. The figures
tfor 1850 represent an attempt to conform to the bound-
aries of the project area, excluding Shelby County, as
discussed in Chapter 1.

Tables 3-5 and Figure 5 also provide further compara-
tive data. The 1830 population of the project area is
compared to Eblen’s (1965: Table 1) average frontier
agricultural county. This is a statistical composite based
on data from 88 countics located between Lake Michi-
gan and the Pacific Coast for the period 1840-1860. The
data were obtained trom the first census taken after the
initial settlement of cach county. All counties used by
Eblen were in nonslave states and territorices.

The 1840 and 1850 populations of the project arca are
compared to the population of the United States as a
whole in Tables 4 and 5 and in Figure 5. Figure 5 shows
that the percentage of children under 10 years of age was
much higher in the project area in 1830 than in the
average northern frontier county, and that the percent-
age of males 20-29 years of age was less than that

TABLE 3.

Age-Sex Distribution of the
Project Area Population in 1830
Compared to the Age-Sex Distribution
of the Population of the Average (Non-Slave)
Frontier Agricultural County”

Project area
Malcs
Number Percent

Females Sex

Age group Number Percent  ratio

-9 245 391 242 42.8 101
10-19 119 19.0 132 23.4 90
20-29 123 19.6 95 16.8 129
30-39 73 11.6 53 9.4 138
40-49 32 5.1 25 4.4 128
50-59 19 3.0 i3 23 146
60-64 14 22 2 0.4 700

0-69 625 99.6 562 99.5 111

All ages 627 100.0 565 100.0 111

Fronticr agricultural counties

Males Females Sex

Age group  Number Percent Number Percent  ratio
-9 289 29.8 274 35.3 106
10-19 191 19.7 172 222 111
20-29 224 23.0 152 19.6 147
30-39 147 15.1 89 11.5 165
4)-49 69 7.1 49 6.3 141
50-39 34 33 29 37 116
60-69 16 1.6 10 1.3 160
0-69 970 99.8 775 99.9 125
All ages 971 100.0 776 100.0 125

“Source: Eblen 1965: Table 1.
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TABLE 4.

Age-Sex Distribution of the
Project Area Population and Adjacent Areas
in 1840 Compared to the Age-Sex Distribution
of the Population of the United States in 1840

Project arca

Males Femnales Sex

Age group  Number Percent  Number Percent  ratio
0-9 1377 357 1307 38.0 105
10-19 902 23.4 841 244 107
20-29 649 16.8 557 16.2 116
30-39 429 111 359 10.4 119
40-49 294 7.6 204 5.9 144
50-59 118 3.1 102 1.0 116
60-69 51 1.3 45 1.3 113
0-69 3820 99.0 3415 99.2 112
All ages 3852 100.0 3441 100.0 112

United States
Malcs Females Sex

Age group  Number Percent Number Percent  ratio

0-9 2294793 31.6 2190259 31.5 105
10-19 1635636 22.5 1628853  23.5 100
20-29 1322453 18.2 1253490 18.1 106
30-39 866452 12.0 779120 11.2 11
40-49 536606 7.4 502183 7.2 107
50-59 314528 4.3 304852 4.4 103
60-69 174238 2.4 173329 25 101
70-79 80067 1.1 80565 1.2 99

0-79 7224773 995 6912651 99.6 105

All ages 7261078  100.0 6940413 100.0 105

characteristic of northern frontier counties. There also
were a few more older men (60-69) in the project area in
1830} than in northern frenticr counties. These data are
consistent with the hypothesis that settlement of the
project area was primarily by familics. The low percent-
age of persons, especially males, 10-19 years old proba-
bly can be explained by the fact that most tamilies were
young and would not have had many children in this age
group. The slightly higher percentage of females in this
age group probably is due to the arrival of some of them
in the region as wives of 20-29-year-old men.

The age-sex pyramids of the project arca for 1840
and 1830 are similar to those of the United States as a
whole, except for the higher percentages of children in
the project arca (Figure 5). In 1840, the 10-19-year-old
age group cxpanded and shghtly exceeded the national
average. as young children (0-9) present in 1830 moved
into the next higher age group. The high percentage of
children 0-9 years old in 1840) probably represents a
frontier “‘baby boom.” By 1850, the cffects of this baby
boom can be seen in the 10-19-year-old age group while
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the percentage of children 0-9 years old declines trom
A7% i 1840 1o 31% 1n 1850. Evidence tor a frontier baby
boom also can be found m fertility ratios (number of
children under 3 divided by number of females 15-39).
In 1830 the tertlity ratio was 139.3, declining to 111.8 in
1840, and to 79.2 in 1850},

Figure 6 shows sex ratios (number of males divided
by number of females) by age group for the project area
in 1830, 1840, and 1850, and, for comparison, sex ratios
tor Eblen’s average northern agricultural frontier county
and for the United States as a whoie for the period
1840-1860 (Eblen 1965:Figure 6). In general, sex ratios
tor the project arca fall between those of northern
trontier countics and those of the United States as a
whole. The sex ratio curve tor the project area in 1830 is
similar in shape to that ot the trontier counties but is
lower in magnitude, indicating that the number of
single young men was not as great in the project arca as
n northern tronticr counties. [t also is of interest that the
highest sex rato for 1830 in the project arca is the

TABLE 5.

Age-Sex Distribution of the
Project Area Population in 1850
Compared to the Age-Sex Distribution
of the Population of the United States in 1850

Project arca
Malces Females Sex

Age group  Number  Percent Number  Percent  ratio

-9 878 31.0 819 3.2 107
10-19 775 27.4 751 8.6 103
30-29 416 t4.7 420 16.0 99
30-39 289 10.2 264 10.0 109
40-49 226 8.4 203 7.7 111
30-39 157 3.5 103 39 152
6H-69 38 2.0 51 1.9 14

0-69 2799 98.8 2611 99.3 107

All ages 2832 1060 2626 1000 108

United States
Males Females Sex

Age group Number  Percent Number  Percent ratio

-9 2844491 8.4 2736085 .9 103
10-19 2266091 22.6 2264154 238 100
20-29 1869092 18.7 1758469 18.5 106
30-39 1288682 12.9 1128257 1.8 114
40-49 840222 8.4 748366 7.9 12
50-39 4Y866O() 5.0 459511 18 108
60-69 264742 27 256480 27 103
079 111416 1.1 112648 1.2 99

0-79 9983996 997 9484180 996 105

All ages 10019249 1000 9323512 100.0 105

30-39-year-old group. rather than the 20-29-year-old
group. as I the northern agricultural coundes. This
may indiate that a somewhat older group of male
immigrants settled the project arca than settled northern
trontier countics. In succeeding censuses (184 and
1850)). this same male age group (who were 30-39 years
old in 1830) continues to outhumber females of the
same age, while the rest of the sex ratio curve is
similar to the national average. Perusal ot the manu-
script census schedules shows that most of these men
were married to younger women. The low sex ratios in
the 15-19-vear-old group in 1830 and 1830 probably are
due to greater numbers of temales in this age group who
arrived as wives of older men, as discussed above.

The age distribution of male heads of households
(Table 6) for 1830 shows that immigrating males were
by no means all youthful. There were almost as many
household heads in their 30s as in their 20s, while men
over 40 accounted tor 31% of houschold heads. Heads
of houscholds in their 20s decreased from 36% in 1830
to 13% in 1850), and the percentage ot houschold heads
over 4 increased to 9%.

A frequency distribution of numbers of persons per
houschold in 1830 (Table 7) indicates most familics were
fairly large (averaging 5.6 persons) when they arrived in
the late 1820s. Thus, most male immigrants arrived
with already established familics, which is in accord
with the age structure of male heads of houscholds
shown in Table 6. The very low number of single-
persen houscholds shown in Table 7 indicates whatever
unmarried men were present were members of larger
familics or houscholds. It is probable that being the head
ot a houschold meant owning land. since 86.4% of all
heads ot houschold appearing in the 1830 censuses of
Salt River and Jackson townships were purchasers of
tederal publ ¢ land. Combining this information with
the data on houschold size trom Table 7. it is apparent
that most carly scttlers of the project area were members
of large houscholds, with the head of the houschold
owning land. This pattern continued in 1840, when
70% of the heads of rural houscholds in Jetterson
Township (located entirely within the project arca) were
purchasers ot tederal land. The actual pereentage of land
owners probably was higher. since some of the remain-
ing 301% probably bought land that alrcady had passed
out ot the public domain.

A study of the manuscript census schedules shows
that the large houscholds shown in Table 7 were com-
posed of large nuclear families and. sometimes. joint
familics (i.c.. composed of more than one marriage).
Although the 1830 and 184) manuscript census sched-
ules do not list names {other than that of the head of the
houschold) and do not indicate how houschold mem-
bers are related, the distribution of ages and sexes does
indicate that most houscholds were composed of
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TABLE 6.
Ages of Male Heads of Households’ in the Project Area in 1830, 1840, and 1850

1830 1840 1850
Age group Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
15-19 4 2.0 3 0.3 1 0.1
20-29 72 35.6 215 215 103 12.6
30-39 63 31.2 330 33.0 232 28.4
40-49 30 14.9 263 26.3 231 28.3
50-59 18 8.9 113 1.3 164 20.1
60-69 13 6.4 50 5.0 61 7.4
70-79 2 1.0 24 2.4 22 2.7
80-89 0 0.0 1 0.1 2 0.2

“Not including residents of towns.
*Including residents outside the project ar=a.

families. Most were nuclear families (i.c., a husband, a
wife, and their children) but many were more complex,
containing what probably were unmarried adult siblings
of the head of the houschold, and/or older persons,
probably parents of the household head. In some cases,
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Figure 7. Graph showing (a) scx ratios
by age group for the project area in 1830,
1840, and 1850, (b) scx ratios for Eblen's
(1965: Figure 6) average northern agricultur-
al frontier county, and (¢) for the United
States as a whole for the period 1840-1860).

it is apparent that the houschold was composed of a
Joint family (i.¢., one with more than one marriage), the
most frequent of which probably was composed of two
generations (c.g., the original nuclear family plus the
family of a married son or daughter). Because of the
uncertainty of the relationships involved, no statistical
study of the kinds of families present was undertaken.
Somewhat better data are available for 1850, since names
of all houschold members are listed in the manuscript
schedules. A count of houscholds containing people
with surnames different than that of the head of the
household showes that 30% of all houscholds in the
project area contained in-laws or tenants, but it is not
possible to distinguish them because relationships are
not indicated.

The above discussion does not include slaves, which
are discussed in Chapter 5. If slaves are included, mean
houschold size was 6.7 in 1830 with a maximum of 19,
7.5 in 1840 with a maximum of 29, and 8.2 in 1850 with
a maximum of 36. The presence of slaves, in-laws, and
tenants shows that houscholds tended to be large and
complex.

SUMMARY

Settlers of the middle Salt River region were pri-
marily from the upper South, with a majority of them
being from the Bluegrass region of Kentucky. They
participated in an upper South cultural tradition that
featured a specific agricultural complex, a wood tech-
nology, and shared social and economic goals. Upper
South socicty in the early nincteenth-century was pri-
marily rural with a subsistence base dominated by corn
and pork. Technology was based on the use of wood as
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TABLE 7.
Persons per Household® in the Project Area in 1830, 1840°, and 1850

1830 1840 1850
Persons per Number of Number of Number of
household houscholds Percent houscholds Percent households Percent
1 5 2.4 14 1.3 6 0.7
2 17 8.2 70 6.7 57 6.9
3 24 11.6 93 8.9 64 7.7
4 28 13.5 123 11.7 102 12.3
5 30 14.5 136 13.0 83 10.0
6 22 10.6 133 12.7 108 13.0
7 26 12.6 102 9.7 100 12.0
8 26 12.6 111 10.6 93 11.2
9 10 4.8 92 8.8 79 9.5
10 12 5.8 83 7.9 48 5.8
11 3 1.4 45 4.3 42 5.1
12 2 1.0 22 2.1 16 1.9
13 1 0.5 14 1.3 9 1.1
14 1 0.5 6 0.6 11 1.3
15 0 0.0 4 0.4 3 0.4
16 0 0.0 ] 0.0 5 0.6
17 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.2
18 0 0.0 1 0.1 0 0.0
Houscholds 207 1049 830
Population 1192 6766 5502
Mean number of
persons per houschold 5.6 6.4 6.6

“Not including slaves and residents of towns.
*Including residents outside the project arca.

the primary material, supplemented by iron axe bits,
plow shares, and hoe blades. Most farmers, especially
on the fronticr, were skilled in wood-working, but the
forging of iron implements required a specialist—the
local blacksmith. The socioeconomic goal of the upper
Southerner was to become a member of the landed
gentry class, with wealth and social position measured
in terms of land and slaves. Members of this class were
the political and social leaders. Ownership of slaves
allowed production of cash crops such as hemp and
tobacco, which supplemented income tfrom the more
basic corr and pork production.

The basic sociocconomic unit of upper South socicty
was the family, a corporate group in terms of landhold-
ing and labor. Based on a demographic analysis of the
project area, it appears that there was a definite correla-
tion between family units and landholding, such that
adult offspring of the head of the household remained to
contribute their labor to the family until they could
afford land or were given land by the family head. In
some cases, adult offspring remained at home even after
they were married. The presence of in-laws and tenants
in houscholds was common and they probably were

constdered to be part of the family as long as they
contributed labor to the family enterprise. The *com-
pelling ties of family™ also have been noted in frontier
northern Texas, where young adult males delayed mar-
riage because of “‘the need for total and united effort
[which] heightened the ingroup feeling,” and “‘the de-
mands for survival in order to conquer the hazards of
the primitive conditions’™ (Williams 1969:63).

Although Eblen (1965) has demonstrated that the
percentage of men in their 20s was not as high in
northern agricultural frontier counties (23%) as some
scholars have predicted, this percentage was even lower
in the project arca (19.6%), where it was morc similar to
the national average (18.4%). This lack of single young
mcen on the Missouri fronticr probably was due to the
presence of slaves, who decreased the demand for
agricultural laborers, and to the stronger family tradi-
tion characteristic of the upper South. Thus, young men
in the upper South may have been more likely to rematn
within their families, contributing their labor for the
h-efit of the family as a unit, rather than leaving home
w: pursuc their own sclf interests or to “seck their
fortuncs” on the frontier.
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LAND ENTRY PATTERNS

This chapter examines temporal and spatial pattern-
ing in the sale of public lands (land entries) in the project
arca. Temporal patterning of entries (amount of land
entered per year) was influenced primarily by changing
laws relating to disposal of public lands and by changing
economic conditions. Economic conditions, which tend-
ed to follow a cyclical pattern of inflationary upsurges
accompanied by speculative investments in public land,
followed by criscs or “panics” and periods of depression,
were summarized in Chapter 2. Public land laws are
summarized in the following section.

Spatial patterning in public land sales was a result of
choices made by individual entrants based on their
perception of the environment, as conditioned by their
cultural background, available technology, previous
experience, and knowledge of the new environment.
The environment included both physical and social
dimensions, or vartables. In studying patterning with
respect to the physical setting, it is assumed that land
with preferred environmental characteristics was en-
tered first, allowing determination of what these pre-
ferred characteristics might have been. In studying
patterning with respect to the social environment, analy-
sis is limited by a lack of complete data on social
variables such as kinship, community affiliation at place
of emigration, and religious affiliation. However, some
suggestions about the effects of these social variables on
the resultant spatial pattern (settlement pattern) are
oftered. The land entry patterns of residents, nonresidents,
and Eastern speculators will be discussed separately,
since they may have made land entry decisions based on
different perceptions of the situation. The first part of
this chapter focuses on patterns of land entry through
time and the sccond on patterns across space with
respect to environmental and social variables.

PUBLIC LAND LAWS

Betore data on temporal patterns of public land sales
are considered, the system by which public land was
sold will be discussed. During the last quarter of the
cighteenth-century, beginning with the Ordinance of
1785, laws relating to the sale of public lands (land to
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which the federal government held title by means of
treaty or purchase from Indians and other nations) were
formed to deal with land in Ohio (Peters 1845a:27) and
the Northwest Territorics /Peicrs 1845a:464, 728; Peters
1845b:73). A law passed on May 18, 1796, (Peters
1845a:464-469) provided for appointment of a surveyor
general to subdivide land in the Northwest Territories
into square townships six miles on a side and divided
mto 36 onc-mile-square sections (640 acres). The gover-
nor of the territory was to be in charge of the sales,
supervised by the sccretary of the treasury. The federal
government was to issuc¢ a patent (deed) to land sold,
which was to be signed by the president.

A law passed on May 10, 1800, established the
system for the sale of all public land in the United States
(Peters 1845b:73-78). This law, which was employed
until 1820, provided for the sale of public land from an
office within the district where the land was located.
Each office was directed by a register and a receiver who
were responsible to the surveyor general and to the
secretary of the treasury. Land was to be sold at public
sale (auction) for three weeks and then, if still unsold,
was to be oftered at private sale for the minimum price
of $2/acre plus a survey fee of $6/section. A credit
system was cstablished that required a deposit of once-
twenticth of the total price at the time of purchase, plus
the survey fee. One-fourth of the price was to be paid
within 40 days and the remaining three-fourths (plus
6% interest) were to be paid within two, three, and four
years from the date of sale. In addition, there was a
discount of 8% per year for carly payment. The mini-
mum purchasc under this law was a half-section. Plat
books showing the sections for sale in relation to rivers
and streams and timber-prairic boundaries were avail-
able for inspection at the land office for a fee of 2¢.

A law passed on February 11, 1805, turther specitied
methods of survey and directed that all sections should
be divided into quarter-sections (Peters 1845b:313). In
1812 the General Land Oftice (GLO) was created in the
Department of the Treasury, and assumed responsibility
for all survey and salc of public land in the United States
(Peters 1845b:716-718). The chict officer was given the
title of commissioner and was responsible for all land
accounts and receipts. He also co-signed (along with the
president) all patents.

In 1803, a vast arca of public land was added to the
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United States as a result of the Louisiana Purchase. A
law passed on March 3. 1811 (Peters 1845b:662-666)
provided for the survey of land in the ternitorics of
Orleans and Louisiana. Land offices were established at
New Orleans and Opelousas, Louisiana, and at a site to
be determined by the president for the district north of
the Red River. This office later was opened at St. Louis.
Although an “‘avalanche of scttlers™ arrived in the
Boon’s Lick arca of Missouri territory in 1816 and 1817,
land sales did not begin until August, 1818, due to the
time consuming process of land survey and the need to
scttle preemption and private claims (Rohrbough
1968:133). Survey ot the Fifth Principal Meridian in
Missouri was not begun until October 27, 1815, and was
completed on May 29, 1816 (Thomas 1909:228). Survey
of Missouri land into townships and sections did not
begin until a surveyor-general for Illinois and Missouri
territories was authorized by Congress on April 29, 1816
(Peters 1845¢:325-326), and until the Black Hawk Treaty,
which tormally ended the War of 1812 in Missouri, ‘was
srgned on May 13, 1816 (Thomas 1909:230). William C.
KRector was appointed surveyor-general of Hlinois and
Missourt on May 10, 1816, and began letting survey
contracts during the summer of 1816. Survey in north-
cast Missouri was completed during the summer of 1818
(Thomas 1909:230).

Additional land oftices and districts were created in
Missouri by an act ot Congress on February 17, 1818
(Peters  1845¢:406-407). In addition to the one at St.
Louis, offices were established at Jackson i Cape
Girardeau County and at Franklin in Howard County,
as well as in what was to become Arkansas. The project
arca fell within the district of St. Louis, which included
all the arca north of T34N between the Mississippi River
and the west line of R10W. This act also authorized the
president to direct that land in these districts be sold
whenever the surveys were completed.

On April 30, 1818, the following presidential procla-
mation was issued:

L James Mouroe, President of the United States, do hereby

declare and make known, that public sales for the disposal

(agrecably to law) of certain lands in the territory of Missourt,

shall be held as follows, viz.: At St. Louss. in the said

territory, on the first Monday in August, October, December,

February, and April next, and three weeks after cach of the

sard davs, tor the sale ot lands i the land district of Se. Louis.

Thirty townships shall be ottered at cach sale, commencing

with the most castern ranges west of the fitth principal

meridian hne, and proceeding westerly [Missouri Gazette and
Public Advertiser. January 1. 1819].

Public sales of land in the project area began December
7. 1818, when land in T534N. R6-8W was otfered. Land in
RYW and R1OW ot T34N was first offered tor sale on
February 1, 1819, and land in T35-537N and R6-9W was
first offered for sale on April 5, 1819 (Missouri Gazerte and
Public Advertiser, January 1, 1819). At the February sales

only about 10% of the land offered for sale (assuming 30
townships were oftered) was sold at public auction, atan
average price of $2.52/acre (Rohrbough 1968:134).

As discussed i Chapter 2, the Panic of 1819 was
largely a result of the calling in of all outstanding debts
by the Second Bank of the United States after a period of
casy credit and inflaon. Money to make payments for
public land had been issued by hundreds of new small
banks with little specie to back it up, so that this paper
currency was suspect and rapidly became devalued. In
1820, the unpayable debt on public land sales, caused by
the Panic of 1819, was $23 million (Rohrbough 1968:138).
Credit reliet acts were passed in the 1820s, that extended
the time tor payment and allowed application of money
already paid to be used to buy other land, usually
smaller tracts (Peters 1845¢:612, 66, 781; 1846:286).

The massive default on land payments after the Panic
of 1819 resulted in passage of a new land sales act on
April 24, 1820, which replaced the credit sales policy
with a cash-only policy as of July 1, 1820 (Peters
1845¢:66-67). This act also reduced the minimum pur-
chase price to $1.25/acre and the minimum entry to a
half-quarter section (80 acres), the long axis of which
ran north-south. This greaty reduced the amount of
cash an entrant had to have in order to enter land.

In 1824 the St. Louis land district was divided and
the northern part became the Sale River fistrict, with its
land office at Palmyra (Figure 1). The boundaries of the
new district, according to an act of Congress passed on
May 26, 1824, were as follows: trom the Mississippi
River west with the north line of T48N, then north with
the cast line of RITW to the north line ot T52N, then
west with this line to the cast line of R14W, then north
with this line to the state line and cast with the state line
to the Mississippi River (Peters 1846:50). The entire
project arca was included within the Salt River land
district.

The 1820 land sales act was modified on April 5,
1832, to further reduce the minimum entry to a quarter-
quarter section (40 acres) it an affidavit was filed that
stated the land was to be used for cultivation by the
purchaser (Peters 1846:503). This act went into cffect on
May 1, 1832, On May 8, 1846, the proviso of the 1832
act requiring the affidavit was repealed (Minot 1854:9).

Most land in the project arca was sold at private sale
under the provisions of the acts of 1820 and 1832
However, during the latter part of the period (1847-1859)
during which public land in the project arca was sold
(1818-1859), sales were affected by the military bounty
acts and the Graduation Act. The military bounty acts
gave public land to mihtary personnel who had served
during time of war. The first military bounty act, passed
on February 11, 1847, provided a warrant good tor 160
acres redecmable at any land oftice, to cach noncommis-
sioned ofticer, musician, and private who served 12




months or more in the war with Mexico. (Those who
served less than 12 months received warrants for 40
acres [Minot 1854:123-12]). On September 28, 1850, the
right to bounty land was extended w0 officers who
served in the Mexican War and to all military personnel
who had served in the War of 1812 or in any Indian war
(Minot 1854:520-21). Most recipients of military war-
rants sold them, frequently for less than $1.25/acre, to
speculators, agents, and loan sharks whc resold them to
settlers, usually on credit with high interest rates (Gates
1942:325).

The Graduation Act, passed by Congress on August
4, 1854, reduced the price of poor land that had remained
unsold for 10 or more years (Minot 1866:574). Land that
remained unsold 10 years after it originally was offered
for sale was to be sold for $1/acre and the price was
reduced by 25¢ every five years thereafter until it reached
25¢/acre after 25 years on the market. If it was on the
market for 30 years, the price fell to 12.5¢/acre, after
which no more reductions were made. In order to be
eligible for reduced prices, the entrant had to sign an
affidavit affirming that the land was to be used by the
entrant for settlement or cultivation and that the purchas-
er already had not entered more than 320 acres of
graduated land.

TEMPORAL PATTERNING
IN LAND ENTRIES

Temporal patterning in the sale of federal public
lands in the project arca is summarized in Table 8, which
shows the number of acres sold per year and the percent
of the project area sold per year for all entrants, residents,
nonresidents, and Eastern speculators (defined in Chap-
ter 1).' Percent of area sold per year also is presented
graphically in Figure 7. The numbers of persons making
entries ¢ach year are listed in Table 9 and shown
graphically in Figure 8.

From Figure 7 it is apparent that entries by residents
accounted for most public land sales and that cconomic
cycles had a profound effect on the timing of land
entrics. Residents comprised 75.2% of all entrants and
accounted for 65.9% of all land sales in terms of arca
entered. First entries were made during the inflationary
and speculative period preceding the Panic of 1819

'School (Section 16) land and swamp land ceded to the state by the
federal government is not included.
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under the credit sales policy. The period of depression in
the first half of the 1820s, combined with the cash-only
policy, severly limited the amount of land sold in the
arca between 1820 and 1826. When the cconomy began
to expand in the late 1820s, land sales increased
dramatically, culminating in 1836 when land speculation
peaked nationally. In the ten year period of 1827-1836,
84% of the land in the project arca was sold, with the
period 1835-1836 accounting for 30% of all land sold. By
the end of 1838, 90% of the public domain in the project
arca had passed into private ownership. The probability
that the remaining 10% was undesirable land, combined
with etfects of the depression following the crash of
1837, served to delay sale of remaining land.

The decrease in land sales during the years 1832-1834
may have been due to unknown changes in local cconom-
ic conditions or to passage of the 40-acre law on Mav 1,




TABLE 8.

Number of Acres and Percent of Federal Public Land in the Project Area Entered per Year
by Residents, Nonresidents, and Eastern Speculators’

Residents Non-residents Speculators Total
Year Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres Percent
1818 240 0.1 320 0.1 4] 4] 560) 0.2
1819 3520 1.1 4480 1.3 0 0 80() 2.4
1820 320 0.1 0 0.0 0 0 320 0.1
1821 320 0.1 0 0.0 0 0 320 0.1
1822 320 0.1 0 0.0 0 0 320 0.1
1823 1040 0.3 1] 0.0 §] O 1040 0.3
1824 80 0.0 0 0.0 () 0 80 0.0
1825 640 0.2 () 0.0 0 ] 640 0.2
1826 640 0.2 160 0.0 0 Y] 800 0.2
1827 2360 0.7 0 0.0 0 0 2360 0.7
1828 7520 2.3 480 0.1 0 0 8000 2.4
1829 8880 2.7 640 0.2 0 0 9520 2.9
1830 18720 5.7 2120 0.6 0 0 20840 6.3
1831 23760 7.2 6560 2.0 ] {] 30320 9.2
1832 15880 4.8 1560 0.5 0 0 17440 5.3
1833 11200 3.4 1840 0.5 0 0 13040 3.9
1834 10960 33 1080 0.3 0 0 12040 3.6
1835 35400 10.6 6880 2.1 34200 10.3 76480 23.0
1836 47720 14.3 15280 4.6 26520 8.0 89520 26.9
1837 6160 1.9 480 0.1 80 0.0 6720 2.0
1838 1560 0.5 480 0.1 80 0.0 2120 .6
1839 2160 0.6 240 0.1 0 0 2400 0.7
1840 560 0.2 4 0.0 0 0 600 0.2
1841 1280 0.4 40 0.0 0 0 120 0.4
1842 280 0.1 80 0.0 0 0 360 0.1
1843 280 0.1 0 0.0 0 0 280 0.1
1844 520 0.2 80 0.0 80 0.0 63() 0.2
1845 480 0.1 80 0.0 0 4] 56() 0.2
1846 360 0.1 0 0.0 0 ] 360 0.1
1847 840 0.3 40 0.0 0 0 880 0.3
1848 1640 0.5 360 0.1 0 0 2000 0.6
1849 2640 0.8 1160 0.3 0 0 3800 1.1
1850 1520 0.5 520 0.2 0 0 2040 0.7
1851 4280 1.3 1200 0.4 ¥ 0 5480 1.7
1852 680 0.2 5400 1.6 ) 0 6080 1.8
1853 320 0.1 160 0.0 0 Q0 480 0.1
1854 600 0.2 0 0.0 0 0 600 0.2
1855 2160 0.6 480 0.1 0 0 2640 0.7
1856 600 0.2 120 0.0 0 0 720 0.2
1857 1040 0.3 160 0.0 0 0 1200 0.4
1858 40 0.0 120 0.0 4] a 160 0.0
1859 0 0.0 160 0.0 0 0 160 0.0
Total 219520 66.4 52800 15.3 60960 18.3 333280 100.0

“Does not include 1030 acres with unknown entry dates and 13,820 acres of school and swamp land ceded to the state.

1832, which reduced the minimum entry from 80 acres
to 40 acres. During the period July 1, 1830, to April 30,
1832, 50% of the individual entries by residents were
80-acre parcels, while in the period May 1, 1832, to July
30, 1835, 30% were 80-acre parcels and 41% were

40-acre parcels. However, the number of entrants also
decreased, and perhaps the peak in sales in 1831, rather
than the drop in 1832, requires explanation.

The slight peaks in land sales in 1849 and 1851

probably are the result of the military bounty land acts
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Figure 9. Graph showing the number of persons making entries cach year.

of 1847 and 1850. Military land warrants usually could be
obtained for less than $1.25/acre (Gates 1942:32), which
served to lower the price of undesirable land in the
project arca. Undesirable land was reduced further
price by the Graduation Act of 1854, and since all land in
the project arca had been oftered tor sale for more than
30 years, the price of all remaining public land was
reduced to 12.5¢/acre. The eftect of this price reduction
can be scen in a slight rise in land sales in 1855, followed
by the sale. in 1859, of the last remaining piece of federal
public land.

Assuming that the time of the first land entry by
residents represents their arrival in the area, it is appar-
ent from Table 10 that the major period of scttlement
was trom 1828 through 1836. The size of first entries by
residents decreased through time - 'm an average of 164

acres in the period 1818-1826 to 104 acres in the period
1827-1834. The speculative years 1835-1836 showed a
slight increase in the size of first entries with an average
of 108 acres. but in the succeeding period 1837-1847 the
average size of first entries dropped to 60 acres. An
increase during the period 1848-1858 to 108 acres proba-
bly was due to effects of the inilitary bounty acts and the
Graduation Act. Table 10 also shows that the end of the
credit policy in 1820 had a noticeable effect on the size of
first entries by residents, with the average size decreas-
ing from 296 acres in 1819 to 108 acres in 1821. The
effect of the 1832 law that reduced the minimum entry
from 80 to 40 acres is less noticcable. The average size of
a resident’s first entry in 1831 was 120 acres, in 1832 it
was 100 acres, and in 1833 it was 88 acres. It i1s
interesting that the percent of land entered by residents




TABLE 9.

Number of Individuals Making Entries Each Year
in the Project Area

Eastern
Residents Nonresidents  speculators — All entrants

Year  (n=1973) (n=141) (n=110) (n=2224)
1818 2 2 0 4
1819 11 18 0 29
1820 2 0 0 2
1821 3 0 0 3
1822 3 0 0 3
1823 8 0 0 8
1824 1 0 0 1
1825 5 0 0 5
1826 6 1 0 7
1827 16 0 0 16
1828 62 4 0 66
1829 64 7 0 71
1830 139 20 0 139
1831 172 30 0 202
1832 159 15 0 174
1833 132 18 0 150
1834 130 16 0 146
1835 314 16 62 422
1836 379 64 45 488
1837 87 9 1 97
1838 24 5 1 30
1839 33 4 0 37
1840 11 1 0 12
1841 17 1 0 18
1842 3 2 0 5
1843 5 0 0 5
1844 7 2 1 10
1845 6 1 0

1846 5 0 0 5
1847 10 1 0 11
1848 14 3 0 17
1849 25 10 0 35
‘850 19 4 0 2
1851 46 Y 0 55
1852 10 10 0 20
1853 3 1 0

1854 5 0 0 5
1855 18 6 0 24
1856 H 3 0 13
1857 5 2 0 7
1858 1 3 0 +
1859 1] ] 0 1

that was part of a first entry dropped below 50% for the
first time in {835, This indizates that the majority of land
entered by residents during the speculative period
1833-1836 represented secondary entries by already
established residents. rather than the arrival of new
scttlers.

The project arca ditfers trom the Boon's Lick arca
and land along the Mississippi River in that it had few if
any residents prior to the first land sales in 1818, Thus,
the time of first land entry probably is a good mdicator
of the time of arnival in the arca. The only resident in
1818 may have been Jesse Burbridge, the only entrant to
take advantage of preemption rights. A law passed on
April 29, 1816, (Petrre 1R45¢:330; extended preemption
rights to settlers in Miss. ning that those cultivat-
ing and inhabiting land ber. -1t tirst was oftered for sale
could buy the quarter-section (160 acres) they occupied
at ¢ minimum price of $2/acre, thus avoiding biddiug
against others at public auction. Since preemption claims
and the initial deposit had to be made betore the first day
of public sale, entry dates should indicate preemption
sales. Burbridge entered the northeast quarter of Section
29in T54N, R7W on November 26, 1818, 12 days before
the first public sale of land in the township. Although
Burbridge may have been the first resident to enter land
in the project area, he did not remain long, since he doces
not appear in any of the poll books during the 18205 nor
in the 1830 census. His land passed through an unrecord-
ed transaction to James Underwood, who first appears
in the 1840 census. Bur'indge probably was the only
one to exercise preemption rights, since all other entry
dates for land in the project arca fall on or after the tirst
day of public sale (which varied depending on township
location; sce above).

Pemand for land in the project arca was low when it
was first offered for sale in 1818-1819, as demonstrated
by the fact that only 1360 acres of the 333,360 acres
available in the project arca were sold at auction (purchased
by three men at the April, 1819, auction). This probably
was due to the remoteness of the region and its distance
from established routes along the Mississippi. Portions
of the remainder of the lund in the project arca were sold
at the minimum price after the initial three-weck auction
period was over.

It is apparent trom Figure 7 that sales to nonresidents
followed a temporal pattern similar to that of residents,
although at a much reduced scale. Nonresidents com-
prised 18.1% of all entrants and entered 1.9% of the
land in the project arca. The only years when sales to
nonresidents exceeded those to residents were 1819 and
1852, This is to be expected for 1819 since, as noted
above, there were few persons in the arca; most sales
were made to residents of the St. Louis arca where the
land office was located. However, as Table 8 shows,
almost half (44%) the land sold in 1819 -vas entered by
people who later became residents of the project area.

The other year when sales to nonresidents exceeded
sales to residents was in 1852, This is due to the large
amount (4480 acres) of land granted to the Hannibal and
St. Joseph Railroad to help finance its construction. It is
probable that the railroad did not realize much financial
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TABLE 10.

Number of Residents Making First Entries, Number of Acres in First Entries,
Total Number of Acres Entered, Percent of Area Entered That Was Part of First Entry,
and Mean Size in Acres of First Entries by Year

Percent first Mean

Number first Acres first Acres all
Year entrants entries entrics entry size
1818 2 240 240 100.0 120
1819 10 2960) 3520 84.1 296
1820 2 320 320 100.0 160
1821 3 320 320 100.0 108
1822 3 320 320 100.0 108
1823 7 800 1040 76.9 116
1824 i 80 80 100.0 80
1825 4 560 640 87.5 140
1826 6 640 640 100.0 107
1827 15 2280 2360 96.6 152
1828 58 6560 7520 87.2 113
1829 42 5560 8880 62.6 132
1830 107 12360 18720 66.0 116
1831 110 13040 23760 54.9 120
1832 96 9440 15880 59.4 100
1833 76 6720 11200 60.0 88
1834 84 6480 1096() 59.1 76
1835 175 15480 35400 43.7 88
1836 181 23080 47720 48.4 128
1837 40 2600 6160 42.2 64
1838 14 880 1560 56.4 64
1839 18 1000 2160 46.3 56
1840) 7 280 560 50.0 40
1841 7 400 1280 31.3 56
1842 2 120 28() 429 60
1843 3 160 280 57.1 52
1844 4 240 520 46.2 60
1845 3 240 48() 50.0 80
1846 1 40 360 11.1 40
1847 3 120 840 14.3 40
1848 8 1160 1640 70.7 144
1849 13 1200 2640) 455 92
1850 8 760 1520 50.0 96
1851 21 1680 4280 39.3 80
1852 5 360 680 52.9 72
1853 3 320 320 100.0 108
1854 3 400 600 66.7 132
1855 11 1560 2160 72.2 140
1856 3 200 600 33.3 68
1857 3 880 1040 84.6 292
1858 ! 40 40 100.0 40
1859 0 0 0 0.0 0

benefit, since the land it received had remained unsold
since 1819. The value of the railroad land was reduced
further by the Graduation Act of 1854.

Entries by Eastern speculators (not included in the
nonresident group discussed above) were confined al-
most entirely to the years 1835 and 1836. A total of 104
speculators from the states of Pennsylvania, New York,
New Jersey, and Connecticut (see Table 11) entered

60,960 acres in the project arca. Thus, 6.7% of all
entrants were Eastern speculators, who entered 18.3%
of the land in the project arca. The majority of entries by
Eastern speculators were made on only cight days in the
year from August 31, 1835, to August 31, 1836. This
may be duc to the use of the same land agent in Palmyra
who made entrics for all his clients on the same days.
The above discussion has summarized the total aniount




TABLE 11.
Counties of Residence of Eastern Speculators*

Number of

speculators
State County/town (n = 104)
New York New York 56
New York Saratoga 1
Pennsylvania Bucks 1
Pennsylvania Canonsburg 1
Pennsylvania Philadelphia 23
Pennsylvania Pittsburgh 7
New Jersey Essex 1
New Jersey Hamburg 3
New Jersey Morris 2
New Jersey Rahway 1
Connecticut Hartford 4
Massachusetts Pitesticld |

“Based on patent information.
*Includes three of unknown origin.

of land sold by year to various groups (residents,
nonresidents, and Eastern speculators). Table 12 summa-
rizes data on the average amount of land entered by
individual residents during 10 time periods that were
chosen to correlate with changes in land laws, economic
condittons, and with census years. The mean amount of
land entered by a resident during all tme periods
combined was 189 acres, slightly more than a quarter-
section. The means tor the 10 time periods show the
cftect of land laws and cconomic conditions on individu-
al purchasers. The combination of the cash-only policy
and the depression of the carly 1820s had the most
marked ceftect on the amount of land entered by an
individual, with the mean dropping from 300 to 124
acres per person after 1820 (it should be noted that the

TABLE 12.

Mean Amount of Land Entered by Residents
During Ten Time Periods

Number of Mcan Number

Period Entrants of Acres
- 1-18 10 6-30-20 13 300
7- 1-200t0 8- 7-26 21 124
8- 8-26t0 6-30-30 163 152
7- 1-30t0 4-30-32 278 152
5- 1-32t0 7-30-35 408 100
7-31-35t0 7-31-36 462 134
8- 1-36t0 6-30-40 261 84
7- 1-dbto 2-10-47 46 74
2-11-47t0 8- 3-34 122 104
8- 4-54t0 12-31-39 33 116

high mean for the first period is in part duc to the large
entry of one man who bought 1440 acres; without this
individual the mean drops to 208 acres). The increase in
the mean after 1826 can be actributed to improving
economic conditions, while the drop in the mean after
1832 probably represents the influence of the 40-acre
law. This was followed by an increase in the mean
during the speculative year of 1835-1836 and a marked
decline during the succeeding depression. Increases after
1847 and 1854 reflect effects of the military bounty acts
and the Graduation Act.

The statistics on public land entries discussed above
represent only land sold directly by the federal govern-
ment and do not include school lands, swamp lands,
and transactions between individuals. Scctions 16 in
cach congressional township were reserved for support
of schools at the local level, and titles to these lands were
given to the state, which in turn delegated responsibility
tor their sale to the countics. The county usually
appointed a commissioner of township school lands
who conducted an auction of land in each Section 16 on
dates set by the county court. Thus, land in Section 16
was not available for purchase until several years after
tormation of a county government. In Monroc County,
sales of township school lands during the 1830s were
madec as follows (MCCR A:5, 63, 298, 312, 354): T54N,
R8W June 1831; T54N, ROW August 1833; T55N,
R10W February 1836; T54N, R8W May 1836; T35N,
R8W May 1836; T56N, R10W August 1836. It is
probable that Section 16 Jand in T54N, R10W was sold
in 1831, and that land in Section 16, T33N, R8W was
sold in 1836, judging by state patent dates (the dates
of these sales were not recorded). The concentration
of sale dates during 1836 indicates that county officials
were well aware of cconomic conditions and took
advantage of the boom in land speculation that occurred
that year. The appearance of Section 16 land in T34N,
R8W, in sales of both 1831 and 1836, indicates that the
entire section was not sold in 1831 and that the remain-
ing land was again offered in 1836. This is confirmed by
patent dates. The 1836 sales were successtul, since all
school land in T54N, R8W, T55N, R8W, and T55N,
R10W was reported sold by August, 1836 (MCCR
A:356). No sale dates are available for Ralls County,
but judging by patent dates, it 1s probable that scctions
16 in T55N, R6W, and in T54N. R7W were sold during
the 1830s, probably during 1836. School lands in the
other two Ralls County townships in the project area,
together with lands in the northern part of Monroc
County and in Shelby County, were not sold until at
least the 1840s. Most purchasers ot school land appear to
have been established residents of the area with farm-
steads adjacent to sections 16. A few were residents of
towns n the project arca or were wealthier residents
with land in other parts of the arca who probably




bought school land as a speculative investment.

Tracts determined to be swamp land by state swamp
land commissioners also were ceded to the state by the
federal government. Most of this land was sold after
1850 at auction by the state for a few cents an acre. All
6240 acres of declared swamp land found in the project
area were in Monroe County. Dates of sale are unknown.

SPATIAL PATTERNING IN
LAND ENTRIES:
THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

The question of how scettlers chose available tracts of
land is a complex one. Obviously, characteristics of
both the physical and social environment were important.
Here, the concern is with what physical characteristics
of the land were perceived as desirable by prospective
seetlers. Data on this subject come from narrative
accounts, map analysis, and statstical analysis.

Narrative Accounts

When the first settlers arrived in Kentucky, they
found *'a kind of open forest; in which the lawns were
tangled with cane, and other luxuriant vegetation, and
grass” (Flint 1970, 11:208). Francois Michaux. a French
botanist who traveled through the Bluegrass region of
Kentucky i 1802, nored that there was little “*herbage”
between trees and that trees were far enough apart that
“a stag may be seen a hundred or a hundred and fifty
fathoms oft™ (Michaux 1904:231). Arcas between trees
originally were covered with an evergreen cane or reed
up to cight feet in height (Michaux 1904:231). The
park-like nature of the Bluegrass region was described
by Timothy Flint (1970, H:174-17): Trees were “pro-
miscuously arranged tor the eftect of a pleasure ground.™
scemingly “having been transplanted to the places,
which they occupy.™

Since cnmgrants trom the Bluegrass region of Ken-
tucky likely sought land with a similar environment, the
above description of the region is necessary in order to
understand  decisions about land purchases made by
cmigrants from the Bluegrass who came o northeast
Missouri. As Brookticld (1969:33) has noted. “decision-
makers operating i an environment base their decisions
on the environment as they perceive it not as 1t )"
Environmental perception is based on cultural back-
ground. on available weehnology, and on previous experi-
ence with similar environments.,

The wood-oriented technology (see Chapter 3) and
forest environment ot settlers trom the upper South
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caused them to judge the quality of soils by the kinds
and sizes of trees characteristic of an arca. Referring to
Kentucky and Tennessce in 1802, Michaux (1904:228)
reported that:

In these two states they appreciate the fertility of the land by

the different species of trees that grow there: thus when they

announce the sale of an estate, they take care to specify the

particular specics of trees peculiar to its various parts, which

is a sufficient index for the purchaser.

Flint (1970, 11:174) noted that *‘trecs which indicate the
richest soil, are everywhere abundant’ in the Bluegrass
region. Fortescue Cuming (1904:16), traveling down the
Ohio River in 1807, commented on tree size: *The
appearance of the timber since we passed Little Sandy,
indicated the soil to be not so rich as above that river, it
being of a much smaller growth.”

Given this forest-biased perception of the environ-
ment, avoidance of prairies could be predicted. The case
of the Kentucky Barrens. a trecless grass-covered arca in
south-central Kentucky, confirms this prediction.
Michaux (1904:220) encountered only 18 houscs in 65
miles of road while crossing the Barrens in 1802, The
Kentucky legislature, endeavoring to overcome the for-
est bias, oftered 400 acres free to every man who would
become an actual scttler in the Barrens (Flint 1970,
[1:17). Flint (1970, 11:17) reported that the grassy Bar-
rens afforded ““fine range for cattle™ but that *'so much
of the land was incapable of clearing and cultivation
from a varicty of causes, that the range will probably
remain unimpaired for a long time.”

Jordan (1964:206) sought to test the hypothesis that
southerners from Kentucky and Virginia in the Old
Northwest betore 1830 avoided prairies because of (a)
the absence ot umber for construction, tucel, and fencing:
(b) the lack of surtace water sources: and (¢/ the difficuley
of breaking sod. Both Jordan (1964:208) and McManis
(1964:38) believe that the major objection to prairies was
lack of nmber rather than a belief in the infertiliey of
prairic soils. Jordan (1964:216) concluded. on the basis
of narrative sources describing scetlement, that mixed
vegetation arcas (where timber and prainie interdigitated)
were preferred by people of varied origing (not just
southerners). There was often an extensive transition
zone between torest and prairie where trees were widely
spaced and sod was not as thick as in the center of large
prairics. Thus, cultivation could be carried out without
laborious tree clearig or expensive sod breaking. Most
accounts studied by Jordan (1964:212) state that houses
were Tocated m the woods on the edge of the prairic and
that crops were grown in the prairic.

McManis (1964:70) who used land purchase records,
as well as narrative sources, studied settlement locations
in inos and concluded that umber sold carlier than
prairic and that prairic near tmber sold carlier than
prairic center. Only prairic margins had been settled by
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the 1830s and prairies were used as an adjunct to timber
settlement. Houses were located in the timber and the
prairie edge was cultivated and used for pasture (McManis
1964:86). McManis attributes the avoidance of prairies
to an unwillingness to give up the traditional wood-
oriented technology for substitutes such as brick or sod
houses, hedges, coal fuel, and wells. Prairics may have
been more favorably perceived by northerners than by
southerners, since the first prairie edge settlements in
Illinots consisted mostly of *Yankees and forcigners™
and carly records show that most sod breaking was
carried out by northerners (McManis 1964:92, 94).

Timber clearing was hard work but could be accom-
phished by means of family labor. Sod breaking usually
required cash to hire a sod-breaking specialist who had
the necessary equipment and animals. Breaking teams in
the 1830s consisted of three to six yoke of oxen hitched
to a pair of cart wheels and a plow with a 14 foot beam
and an iron share weighing 60 to 125 pounds. These
tcams could plow trom one to two acres per day and the
cost was 81.50-84/acre, more than the purchase price of
the land (S1.25/acre from the federal government)
(McManis 1964:52; Pooley 1908:544-545). Usually only
northerners had the necessary capital (McManis 1964:94).
In Missouri the availability of slave labor may have been
considered in decisions to clear timber rather than to
break prairic sod.

Earlier studies tend to confirm Jordan’s (1964) opin-
ion about the desirability of prairic edges. Pooley’s
studv of the settlement of southern Illinois showed that
large prairies were avoided by pioneers from Kentucky
and Tennessee but that prairic edges were favored, the
usual strategy being to build a cabin at the edge of the
timber and tence part of the prairie for cultivation
(Pooley 1908:324). Thus, small prairies were “*subjugated™
and “‘every man could. figuratively speaking, keep his
back to the timber and his attention on the prairie”
(Pooley 1908:324). Bidwell and Falconer (1925:267-269)
state that oak cpenings and small prairies in Ohio,
Indiana, Ilhinois, and Missouri were scttled in the 1830s
but that open prairies were avoided, since the ideal was
to have timber tor fuel, a water source, and the prairie
edge tor ullage and pasture.

Descriptions of environmental preferences for carly
settlement in Missouri are few. Timothy Flint, describ-
ing Missourt in 1828, mentioned “extensive tracts of
that fine kind of tmbered upland alluvion, which
constitutes the finest central portions of Kentucky”
(1970, 11:65) around Bclleville and the Boon’s Lick
settlement. Smaller tracts of this kind of land could be
tound throughout the state:

These lands are timbered with the same trees. which the
alluvions bear. Like those. they are surmounted with grape
vines, and are free trom underbrush. The graceful pawpaw,
the persimmon. and the wild cherry tree. all denoting rich

soils, abound in these regions: and they are nearly as fertile as
the bottoms of the Missouri, or the Mississipp {Flint 1970,
1L1:6].
However, Flint was equally enthusiastic about the prai-
ries in Missouri which
has lands alrcady fit for the plough. sufticient, it is believed.
to produce wheat enough for whole nations. Prairies of
hundreds of thousands of acres of first rate wheat lands
covered with grass. and pertectly free from shrubs and
bushes. invite the plough [Flint 1970, 11:68}

Lewis Beck, writing in 1823, apparently favored tim-
bered bottomland:
On the banks of the Mississippi and Salt River. are several
extensive and fertile bottoms, which are trequently covered
with a heavy growth of timber, and aftord every inducement
to the agriculturalist | Beck 1823:243-244].

Retferring specifically to Salt River, Beck (1823:315) states
that: ““The lands on its borders are generally fertile;
occasionally, however, the prairies are very extensive,
particularly near its headwaters.” However, a negative
factor was that “‘the banks of Salt River have always
been considered unhealthy™ (Beck 1823:315). Beck and
Flint, writing in the 1820s, discussed timber and prairie
zones but did not mention prairic edges. However,
James Flint (1904:130), quoting hearsay about Missouri
land sales at St. Louis in 1819, states that: “*“The most
advantageous purchases are considered to be those on
the edges of prairies, with a part of the open land, and a
part ot the woods.”

Prairic edge locations were discussed in the 1830s
with reference to the project area in a gazeteer of
Missouri (Wetmore 1837) and in a letter written by a
settler. The Gazeteer of the State of Missouri, published in
1837, states that the umber to prairie ratio in Monroe
County was two to onc and that “this 1s more than a
sufticient quantity of timber for the cultivation of all the
prairic” (Wetmore 1837:120). A letter written in 1831 by
Richard D. Powers, an emigrant of Greenup County,
Kentucky, who bought land west of Florida in the fall of
1830, provides rare information about land purchasing
strategics. Powers bought an 80-acre tract with a cabin,
a loom house, a stable, cribs, and 18 acres already
cleared and tenced, for $300. He also bought an adjacent
80 acres for $250 and entered another 160 acres for $200.
For a cash outlay of $750, he had a 320 acre tract with
improvements alrcady made. Of the 320 acres, 60-80
acres were prairic and the rest woodland with oak, black
walnut, honey locust, clm, cherry, sugar tree, blue ash,
and hackberry m large quantitics. Powers considered
this to be high quality land, with very black, loose,
strong soil, of considerable depth. It is remarkable that
all the trees listed by Powers, with the exception of oak
and sugar trees, appear in Michaux’s list of trees denot-
ing first class land in Kentucky in 1802 (Michaux
1904:229).




The narrative accounts summarized above have dis-
cussed settlement in timber and prairie zones in general
terms. However, the environment of the project area
should not be treated so simplistically. While the prairie
arca tended to be a fairly undifferentiated level upland
surtace, significant variation occurred within the timber
zone in terms of slope, topographic features, and tree
density. At the edges of the level upland prairie zone
there was a narrow band of sloping prairie (5-14%
slope), which at a slightly lower elevation became mixed
timber-prairie slopes (also 5-14%). Density of trees
greater than seven inches in diameter averaged 25-50/ha
in this transition zone (Warren 1976, 1982). This means
trees were about 14-20 m apart. Below this zone a
denser forest began, with tree densities of 50-75/ha
(about 11-14 m apart). Topographic features in this
torest zone include moderate slopes (5-14%), steep
slopes (14-30%), ridgetops, and at lower clevations,
high terraces, low terraces, and bottomlands along
rivers. Terraces and bottomlands generally have slopes
ot less than 5%. There also were small areas of prairie
terraces and prairie bottomlands that comprised less
than 3% of the project area. Upland and lowland prairie
soils comprised about 39% of the project arca in Ralls
and Monroe countices.

Knowledge of the environment of the Bluegrass
region ot Kentucky and the environment of the project
arca, combined with knowledge of choices made by
settlers from the upper South in similar environments in
other parts of the Midwest, allows hypotheses to be
proposed for testing in the project arca. It is hypothe-
sized that settlers ot the project area selected a timber
location tor their housc, and that a significant number of
these houses were located in the timber-prairie transi-
tion zone, not only for the advantages of cultivation and
pasture outlined above, but also because tree density in
this zone probably was similar to that of the Kentucky
Bluegrass region. The tew known locations of houses
dating to the initial period of settlement in the project
arca allow a more specific hypothesis to be tormulated:
that houses should be located on timbered ndge tops
and timbered moderate (5-14% percent) slopes. OF 24
known carly house sites in Monroe County, 14 (58%)
were located in this environmental zone. It it is assumed
that subscquent entries by residents were made for the
purpose of increasing land tor cultivation and pasture, it
can be hypothesized that later entries by an individual
will expand downward to include level terraces and
upward to include prairic-cdge and prairic tracts.

Although obscervations by travelers and authors of
gazeteers are usctul in formulating hypotheses, they do
not provide information about actual settlement loca-
tion decisions made by settlers in the project arca. The
Powers letter is an exception but it is unique and may
not be representative of the hundreds of decisions made
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by other settlers. The fact that Powers had $750 in cash
to spend on land indicates that he was part of a wealthy
minority. Indeed, in 1840 Powers ranked twenty-fifth in
wealth out of 647 land entrants (see Chapter 5 for
method of computation). In order to study the land entry
decisions of all settlers in the project area in terms of the
hypotheses discussed above, a statistical approach that
quantifies data on entries made by individuals in terms
of entry date and environmental variables can be
employed. However, before statistical analysis of spatial
data is carried out, it is useful to have a visual display of
such data in map form.

Map Analysis

Two maps of land entries were made: one tor 1830
and one for 1840. The 1830 map (Figure 10) shows the
location of first land entries made by 196 individuals
who appear in the 1830 census or in the 1820s poll
books, or who died before 1830. Only the first land
entry of cach individual was mapped. both to simplity
the map and to show inferred house locations, since it
was assumed that houses would be located on the tirst
land purchase made by residents. Support for this
assumption comes from the fact that of 30 locations of
houses known to date to the initial period of scttlement.
27 are located on first purchases. A distinction must be
made between first purchase and first entry. Entry refers
to land obtained from the federal government, while a
purchase can be made from the federal government (an
entry) or from another individual. Thus, 4 of the 27
house locations mentioned above were on first purchas-
¢s but not on first entries, since the first purchase the
individual made was trom another individual rather
than an entry trom the federal government. The 1830
map shows first entries rather than first purchases for
cach individual, except in a few cases where title search-
¢s were carried out among the county deed records,
allowing identification of first purchases that were not
entries. Time constraints prevented this being done tor
cveryone in the 1830 census; thus, it is not known what
percentage of first entries are also first purchases, but if
the sample provided by the known housc locations is
any indication, it probably was quite high.

First entries for 1830 residents were plotted on a base
map of the project arca that shows strecams and the
timber-pratric boundary as mapped by the GLO survey-
ors in 1817 and 1818 (Figurc 10). Inspection of the map
shows that only one first entry is located entirely i the
prairic and that there are 36 first entries that contain both
timber and prairic. In addition. 34 first entries located
entircly in timber were close enough to the pratrie edge
such that a subsequent adjacent purchase ot B0 acres
would have included prairie. Thus 71 (36.2%) ot the 196
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FIRST LAND ENTRIES of 1830

Figure 10. Map of the first land entrics made by residents of the project area appearing in the 1830
census, in the 1820s Ralls County poll books, or who died before 1830.

settlers mapped in 1830 were in a position to make use
of the prairie, while 125 (63.8%) were located in timber-
only areas.

First entrics made by residents before 1840 can be
divided into two categories: those made by individuals
appearing in the 1840 census (a further requirement was
that the first entry had to be located in the civil township
of residence of the individual as given in the census), and
those made prior to 1840 by individuals not appearing in

the 1840 census but who gave Ralls or Monroe counties
as their place of residence on a patent (federal deed). A
total of 840 first entries makes up these two categories,
of which 583 (69%) werc first entrics of persons appear-
ing in the 1840 census. The other 257 first entries were
probably made by persons who moved away before the
1840 census was taken or who were not heads of
household in 1840 (the 1840 census only gives names of
household heads). Only first entrics madc by persons
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FIRST LAND ENTRIES of 1840

Figure 11. Map of the first land entries made by residents of the project area listed in the 1840
census.

listed in the 1840 census are shown on the 1840 map
(Figure 11).

The 1840 pattern of first entries of residents in
relation to timber-prairie boundaries is a continuation of
the trend begun in 1830, Of the 583 first entries of
persons appearing in the 1840 census, only 17 (2.9%) arc
located entirely in prairic. There are 161 (27.6%) first
entrics that include both timber and prairic and an
additional 101 (17.3%) within half a mile of prairic,
making a total of 262 (44.9%) settlers who probably had
access to prairie land. This is an increase of 8.7% over
the 1830 figure for prairic access. Thus. if first cntries
made by residents are representative of house locations,

it is apparent that both settlement strategies mentioned
in the narrative accounts, timber-only and timber-
prairie locations, were being implemented in the project
arca, with timber-only locations being more popular.
There was a slight increase in the popularity of timber-
prairic locations between 1830 and 1840.

Statistical Analysis

In order to study land entry decisions in relation to
environmental variables in more detail, a multiple regres-
sion was carried out, with the number of days a tract of
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land remained unsold as the dependent variable and a
series of environmental dimensions as the independent
variables. Time was made the dependent variable under
the assumption that tracts having preterred environmen-
tal dimensions would be sold carlier than others having
less preterred environmental dimensions. Four environ-
mental dimensions that vary with soil series and that are
thought to have been significant to ecarly nineteenth-
century pioneer agriculturists were used to create 26
environmental classes by using a paradigmatic classifi-
cation to order the soil series in terms of values of the
environmental dimensions. The four environmental di-
mensions are slope, vegetation, topography, and drainage.
Table 13 lists the attributes of cach dimension. Combina-
tions ot those attributes that occur in the project area

TABLE 13.

Attributes of Environmental Dimensions Used
in the Multiple Regression Analysis

Dimension Attributes

0~ 5% (level or gente slope)
5-14% (modecrate slope)
14-30% (steep <lope)
Timber-prairic
Timber
Prairie
None (rocky)
Bottoms
Low terraces
3 High terraces
4 Slopes and ridgetops
5 Level uplands
Drainage 1 Moderately well drained; moderately well
to well drained
2 Somewhat poorly to moderately well
drained: well drained
3 Very well drained; somewhat poorly
drained
4 Poorly drained
5 Very poorly drained

Slope

[US R pe 1

Vegetation

Topography

[ — 4 O —

were used to group the soil series for Monroe, Shelby
(Watson 1979), and Ralls (unpublished data trom the
Soil Conservation Scrvice) counties to create the 26
environmental classes used 1 the multple regression
(Table 14). Scparate multiple regressions were carried
out tor cach ot three populations ot land cntrants:
Eastern speculators, nonresidents, and residents. Entries
made by residents were turther divided into the first
entry made by cach individual, and subscequent entries.

Muluple regression was carried out by R. Duncan
Mitchell using the Statistical Package for the Social

Sciences multiple regression program. In a preliminary
run using all cascs 1t was established that there were
statistically significant difterences among the popula-
tions defined above. Since significant differences were
tound, scparate muluple regression analyses could be
carried out for cach population. Multiple regression
produces a coetficient (beta) for significant variables.
Magnitudes ot beta are not comparable because of
differences in standard error, but the sign of betas of
variables found to be significant conveys the necessary
information. In this case, a significant negative beta for
an environmental class indicates carlier entry of tracts
with that class and a signiticant positive beta indicates
later entry tor that class. Betas significant at the .05 level
for first entries of residents are shown mn Table 15, for
subsequent entries by residents in Table 16, and for
nonresidents in Table 17.

The environmental classes (which represent combina-
tions of attributes of environmental dimensions shown
in Table 13) that are associated with carlier first land
entries of residents are EC 1, EC 5, EC 17, EC 18, and
EC 25. However, EC | (timber-pratrie bottoms) and EC
25 (mined land) cach occupy only 0.1% of the project
arca. Thus, although statistically signiticant, their rarity
in the project arca indicates they contribute little to the
overall pattern. Of more interest are EC 5, EC 17, and
EC 18, which are level timbered high terraces, timber-
prairic moderate slopes, and timbered ridge tops and
moderate slopes, respectively. Environmental classes
associated with later first entries are EC 3. EC 13, EC
14, EC 15, and EC 22. EC 3 (timbcred bottoms) and EC
13 (prairic high terraces) are relatively rare, occupying
0.3% and 0.4%, respectively, of the project area. EC 14,
EC 15. and EC 22, however, occupy a significant
portion of the project arca (Table 14) and represent level
upland prairie (EC 14 and 15) and steep umbered slopes
(EC 22).

Results of the muldple regression analysis of tirst
entries of residents show that (a) moderate slopes and
ridge tops in the umber and timber-prairie zone, along
with level timbered high terraces. were preferred loca-
tions tor scttlement and (h) level upland prairic and seeep
timbered slopes were avoided. This confirms the general
hvpothesis proposed above: that house locations (as
represented by first land entries of residents) were
located cither in timber or near the tmber-prairic
boundary. The more specific hypothesis that houses
were located on timbered moderate slopes and ridge
tops 1s supported but not confirmed. since houses could
aiso have been located in the timber-prairic zone or on
timbered high terraces.

Multiple regression results for subsequent entries (all
entrics made after the first entry by cach individual) by
residents (Table 16) are not as clear-cut as for first entrics
(Table 15). Only one environmental class, EC 19, 1s
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TABLE 14.

Environmental Classes Used in the Multiple Regression Analysis and
Percent of Project Area They Occupy*

Environmental Attributes Soil Series Percent
S \ T D
i 1 1 1 2 Cedargap 0.1
2 1 2 1 1 Fatima, Kickapoo 2.7
3 1 2 1 3 Belknap 0.3
4 1 2 2 4 Moniteau 0.5
5 1 2 3 4 Auxvasse, Marion 1.8
6 1 2 4 3 Calwoods 1.9
7 1 2 2 5 Piopolis 6.4
8 1 3 1 4 Blackoar, Chequest 0.7
9 t 3 1 5 Wabash 0.1
10 1 3 2 3 Arbela 0.5
1 1 3 3 1 Vigar 0.1
12 1 3 3 3 Gifford 1.2
13 1 3 3 4 Chariton 0.4
14 1 3 5 3 Mexico, Kilwinning 16.3
15 1 3 5 4 Putnam 12.2
16 2 1 4 1 Gara 0.1
17 2 1 4 2 Armstrong 10.2
18 2 2 4 1 Keswick, Gosport, Weller, Winfield 15.1
19 2 2 4 2 Menfro 0.1
20 2 2 4 3 Gorin 4.3
21 2 3 4 3 Leonard, Sampscl 10.8
22 3 2 4 2 Goss, Lindley 13.1
23 3 4 4 3 Rockland 0.7
24 River, lake 0.1
25 Mine or quarry 0.1
26 No data 0.2

“See Table 13 for definition of attributes.

associated with carlier entries, while seven environmen-
tal classes are associated with later entries. EC 19 is the
same as EC 18 (timbered moderate slopes and ridge
tops) except for a slight difference in drainage charac-
teristics. It will be recalled that EC 18 was associated
with carly first entries. However, EC 19 occupics only
0.1% of the project arca. Environmental classes associat-
ed with Jater subsequent entries are EC 3, EC 7, EC 9,
EC 13, EC 14, EC 15, and EC 21. These are timbered
bottoms and low terraces, prairic bottoms and high
terraces, upland prairie slopes (prairic edge), and level
upland prairic. The lack of significant environmental
classes associated with carly subsequent entries may
indicate a lack of shared strategices or preferences tor
subsequent purchases. However, the fact that certain
kinds of bottoms, terraces. and the prairic edge were late
subsequent entries leads to rejection of the hypothesis
that terraces and prairic edges would be preferred for
subscquent entries for cultivation and pasture.

Resuits of the multiple regression analysis for nonresi-
dents (Table 17) indicate land entry patterns similar to

those of residents. Timbered ridges and moderate slopes
(EC 18) and the timber-prairie transition zone (EC 17)
arc again associated with carlier entries, while upland
prairic (EC 1) and timbered steep slopes (EC 22) are
again associated with later entries. Difterences between
residents and nonresidents are confined to environmen-
tal classes that comprise only a small proportion of the
project arca. The only difference between carly first
entrics of residents and entries of nonresidents is in the
substitution of EC 4 (timbered low terraces) for EC 5
(timbered high terraces). It appears then, that nonresi-
dents had a similar land centry strategy to that of
residents. This may be because they intended to become
residents when they made the land entry or because they
intended to resell to actual residents. It is probable that at
Icast some of these nonresidents lived near the project
arca in Hannibal and Palmyra (where the land office was
located) and were able to personally evaluate some of the
land they entered.

Drainage, which has not been mentioned so far in
discussing the environmental classes. does not appear to
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TABLE 15.

Multiple Regression Coefficients (Beta) for
First Land Entries of Residents”

Environmental Standard
class Beta® error
1 -247 102
3 311 101
5 -86 33
13 98 43
14 57 16
15 222 17
17 -64 13
18 -78 13
22 37 17
25 =547 174
"pS 05
"RE = 14

have been a significant environmental dimension. For
instance, EC 5 is a timbered high terrace with poor
drainage and EC 13 15 4 prairic high terrace with poor
drainage, but EC 5 is associated with carlier first entrics
of residents and EC 13 is associated with later first
entries of residents. EC 4 (timbered low terraces) also
has poor drainage but is associated with carly entries of
nonresidents. Since environmental classes with good
drainage characteristics are also associated with carly
entries, drainage appears to have had litte effect on the
multiple regression results.

In order to study trends through time, separate
multiple regressions for first entrics by residents were
carried out for cach of four time periods: 1818-1826,
1827-1834, 1835-1836. and 1837-1858. The first period
represents a time ot tamiliarization with the arca and

TABLE 16.

Multiple Regression Coefficients (Beta) for
Subsequent Land Entries of Residents”

Environmental Standard
class Beta” error
3 3Ky 02
32 14
9 87 0
13 204 06
14 3t 13
15 236 I4
19 =736 178
21 71 14
pe 03
i R" - l (‘

relatively few land entries. The second period represents
the major period of land entries and scttlement. The
short third period was characterized by land speculation
and the fourth period represents disposal of the remaining,
presumably poorest, land. No formal data tor these
multiple regressions are presented because of extremely
low R? values (to be discussed below). Results are taken
to be suggestive only of possible trends. The first part of
the first period is characterized by a preference for
timbered ridge tops and gentle slopes (EC 6), while the
timber-prairie transition zone (EC 17) shows up late in
the first period. At the beginning of the second period,
umbered moderate slopes and ridge tops (EC 18) and
the timber-prairie transition zone (EC 17) are signiticant.
At the end of the second period (when 56% ot all land in
the category of first entries by residents had been sold)
upland prairie first appears (EC 14), along with low
terraces (EC 7 and 10) and timbered bottomland (EC 2).

TABLE 17.

Multiple Regression Coefficients (Beta) for
Land Entries of Nonresidents’

Environmental Standard
class Beta" crror
1 -808 289
3 307 67
4 =236 106
9 768 378
1 387 117
15 65 20
17 =220 27
18 =187 29
22 99 32
26 1606 395
",)$ 05
PR = 15

In the third period, EC 14, EC 17, and EC 18 continuc,
and both timber and prairic high terraces first appear. In
period four. timbered moderate slopes are no longer
represented. while timbered high and low terraces and
upland prairie continue to be represented. The analysis
of first entries by periods indicates that 1t may be
possible to place the environmental classes identified as
being associated with carly entries, by the analvsis ot all
first entries. together in a temporal sequence beginning
with imbered ridge tops and gentle slopes. followed by
the tmber-prairic transition zone. timbered ridge tops
and modecrate slopes. and fimally. tmbered high terraces.

A final group of entries requiring discussion is that
of Eastern speculators. These entries occurred only
during a one-vear period during 1835 and 1836, A plot




of Eastern specuiators’ entries was made on a base map
of the project area (not presented here), which showed
that these entries were concentrated in the castern part of
the project arca and occurred in both timber and prairie.
Eastern speculators (or their local agents) preferred to
purchase in large contiguous blocks?, and there were
more of these available in the eastern part of the project
area in 1835, Most Eastern speculator entries in timber
were made in T55N, R7W, which had the highest
proportion of timbered steep slopes (EC 22) of any
congressional township in the project arca. As noted
above, residents avoided timbered steep slopes. EC 22
occupied 25.3% of T55N, R7W and only 12.3% of
T54N, R10W, which had no speculator entries. As can
be seen in Figures 1) and 11, the maps of first entries by
residents, T54N, R10W, was a locus of dense settlement,
while first entries by residents in T35N, R7W were
sparse. Thus, the only large tracts of timber still avail-
able for entry in 1835 by Eastern speculators were those
with a large proportion of steep slopes that had been
avoided by residents.

The Eastern speculator group was the only one that
entered farge amounts of central upland prairie. As can
be seen n Figure 10, most large expanses of open
prairic occurred in the castern part of the project area.
Entries by Eastern speculators were composed of large
blocks of prairic in the southeastern part of the project
arca, m the prairie cast of the South Fork, and in the
prairic along the northeentral edge of the project arca.
Much of the prairic between the North Fork and Indian
Creek was designated swamp land, which precluded
entry through the federal land office (sce previous
scction of this chapter).

Multiple regression also was carried out for entries
of Eastern speculators. even though the maximum time
between entries was only a year (Table 18). Because of
this short ume period, few signiticant results were
expected. However, it was found that Eastern specula-
tors (or their agents) also preterred timbered land. Steep
timbered slopes (EC 22) and timbered bottomland (EC
2 and EC 3) werc associated with carly entries, and
upland prairie (EC 15) and prairie terraces (EC 10 and
EC 12) were associated with later entries. Although
speculators appear to have preterred timbered land, it
was the prairie land that in the fong run became more
valuable, as an unsystematic sample of resale values of
speculators’ land shows. Most speculators were not able
to sell their land to local residents until the 18505, when

"Mean number of acres entered per person tor Eastern specalators
was RO: for restdents it was I8R 4

TABLE 18.

Multiple Regression Coefficients (Beta) for
Land Entries of Eastern Speculators®

Environmental Standard
class Beta® error
2 -7 2
3 -29 12
4 73 6
10 45 21
12 60 10
13 -58 12
15 4 1
20 -8 4
22 -7 2
24 -77 18
26 -17 6
"pS.()S
"R = 16

federal public land at 81.25 or less per acre was almost
gone. Most speculator land sold to residents at this time
was upland prairic and sold for $3-4.50/acre. One tract
of prairic that was not sold until 1864, went tor $10/acre.
Sales of timbered land held by speculators were compara-
tively rare during this period and when sold, land was
valued at 82.50/acre. Thus, although speculators were
trying to follow the same strategy as local residents in
entering timbered land, they were not able to evaluate
other characteristics of the land. such as slope. and
cnded up owning a lot of timbered steep slopes that had
been avoided by residents and that never became valu-
able land. After most of this timbered land had been
entered, Eastern speculators began to enter large tracts of
upland prairic that did become more valuable when the
technology (such as steel plows) to exploit it became
available.

Although the results of multiple regression analysis
produced combinations of attributes of environmental
dimensions that were associated signiticantly with carly
or late entries for various groups, it is important to notce
that the R? valuces are rather low, ranging from . 14to . 16.
The R7 value is a measure of the percent of variance
explained by the multiple regression. Low R values
usually indicate that other variables not included in the
analysis are attecting the data. However, before consider-
ing other variables, 1t should be pointed out that the use
of the amount of time a tract of land remained unsold as
the dependent variable rests on the assumption that land
with preterred environmental characteristics was en-
tered carlier than other land. This, in turn, assumes that
entrants had knowledge of the environmental character-
istics of the tract betore purchasing it Obviously, many
entrants did have previous knowledge of the environ-
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mental characteristics, but a significant number ot them
may have had no more intormation than the locations of
streams and timber-pratrie boundaries, which were avail-
able on plat maps at the land ottice. Thus, atter the
deaision to make an entry in the tmber was made, the
decision as to which specific umbered tract to enter may
have approached randomness tor some entrants. It can
be sugyested that one reason for low R* values s the
unknown number of land centry choices made without
regard to specific environmental characteristics.

Another possibility, as mentioned above, 1s that
other vartables not included in the analysis atfected
locational decisions. It is possible that other environmen-
tal dimensions should have been included, but it 1s more
likely that non-environmental variables attected location-
al decisions. Possible economic variables are proximity
to towns, roads, and grist mills. Possible social variables
are proximity to relatives, to people trom the same area
from which they emigrated, or to people of the same
rchgious attihavon. In other words, land entrants may
have located on land with less desirable environmental
characterisuies in order to be near a town, road, or kin.
Some of these varables will be discussed clsewhere in
this monograph.

As a check on the mulaple regression results, dis-
criminant analysis also was carried out. The discrimi-
nant analvsis identitied which environmental classes
were significant in differentiating the land entry choices
of groups uscd in the analysis (first entries of residents,
subsequent entries of residents, nonresidents, and East-
crn speculators). The signiticant environmental classes
were found to be EC 14 (upland prairic), EC 15 (upland
prairic), EC 17 {dmber-prainie transition zone), and EC
18 (tmbered ridge tops and moderate slopes). The
means tor these environmental classes tor the entries of
cach group can be used to rank-order the groups with
respect to cach environmental class (Table 19). These
rank-orderings confirm the results of the multiple regres-

TABLE 19.

Rank-Ordering of Categories of Land Entrants
with Respect to Means of Environmental Classes
Found to be Significant for Discriminant Analysis

EC 14 EC 15 EC 17 EC 8
Spec” Spec Res FE Res FE
Res SE” NonRes Res SE Res SE
Res FE Res SE NonRes NonRes
NonRes! Res FE Spec Spec
“Spee = Eastern speculators

"Res SE = Subsequent entries of residents
‘Res FE = First entries of residents
INonRes = Nonresidents

sion analysis. Residents preterred tmbered nidge tops
and dmbered moderate slopes (high rank-order for EC
18) and the timber-prairie transition zone (high rank-
order tor EC 17) for their first entries and avoided the
upland prairic (low rank-order for EC 14 and EC 15).
Speculators, who ended up with what the residents did
not want. have rank-orders opposite to those of first
entries of residents.

Another result of the discriminant analysis was that
population groups overlapped in land choices sieh that
only 36% of the 8537 40-acre land units in the analysis
were classitied in the correct population group. In other
words, the discriminant analysis could predict which
population group would enter a particular land unit for
only 36% of the units. Entries n.ude by nonresidents
were the least predictable, with only 4% being classitied
correctly. Since this is a residual category, it probably
includes some unidentified residents and Eastern specu-
lators. It also includes some residents of Hannibal and
Palmyra who behaved like Eastern speculators, and
probably many cntrants who had intended to become
residents. When nonresidents were excluded from the
analysis, 46% of the land units were classitied correctly.
The discriminant analysis indicates, as did the muluple
regression analysis, that all population groups had sim-
ilar land sclection strategics. However, residents were
more successtul in carrving out this strategy. probably
because of tamiliarity with the environment. Some
nonresidents may have been handicapped by inability to
personally evaluate the land, while Eastern speculators
lacked knowledge of the land and wer 2 also handicapped
by not making entries until much ot the preferred land
was alrcady sold.

A final test carricd out was a correlation of a soil
tertility index developed by the Soil Conservation Ser-
vice with the number of days unsold. The terulity index
is based on a recent ren-vear average ot yvields for various
crops grown in cach soil series. The index employs a
standardized scale that ranges from zero (lowest feruhity)
to 100 (highest fertility). A fertility index for cach
J0-acre tract was calculated from the proportion of cach
soil series present in the tract, and this was correlated
with the number of days the tract remained unsold. 1t
land with high fertility was entered before land with low
fertility. a large negative correlation (approaching -1.0)
would be expected. since high fertility indices should
correlate with fewer numbers of days unsold. However,
the correlation cocfficient (r) was .12 for first entries of
residents and .14 for subscquent entries ot residents.
T his lack of correlation indicates the great differences in
agricultural practices and technology between the carly
nincteenth-century and the present. The recent crop
vields used to calculate the fertility index are based on
the use of large machinery and the application of
chemical fertilizer and pesticides, both ot which are




most efficient on the level unland prairic. Wooded
slopes, areas preferred by nineteenth-century agricul-
turists, are not suitable for modern mechanized agricul-
ture and tend to have low fertility indices.

SPATIAL PATTERNMING IN
LAND ENTRIES:
THE SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT

In this section the effects of social variables such as
kinship, common origin, and rehigious affiliation will be
considered. The maps of first entries made by residents
for 1830 and 1840 (Figures 10 and 11) show clusters of
settlement that may be the result of closely spaced tracts
with preferred environmental characteristics. However,
some of these clusters appear to be a result of social
variables. Since data on social variables are limited, no
comprehensive quantitative statements about their ef-
fects can be made. However, a few examples of the
eftects of social vartables on settlement clustering are
presented here.?

One of the earliest settlement clusters in the project
arca was located at the head of Griffin Hellow in
sections 22, 27, and 28 ot T35N, R6W (Figure 10). It was
begun by a kinship group consisting of the Ely brothers
(Joshua, Thomas, and Isaac) and their brother-in-law,
Conrad Sce. all of whom came trom Bath County,
Kentucky, in 1819 (Owen 1895). This scttlement cluster
soon came to be known as the “Ely scttlement,”
mentioned in the Ralls County road records (A:3) as
carly as 1823, Throughout the 18205, other Elys settled
north of the Salt River i the northwest part of TSN,
R6W.

The ceffects of shared religious attiliation in the
formation of settlement clusters were demonstrated by a
large group of Catholic settlers from Scott County,
Kentucky, who in 1828 began settling along the umber-
prairic boundary southwest of the Ely scttlement (Figure
10). This group included James Elliott and his sons (John
and Matthew). Bernard Lynch, Raphael and James
Leake (probably brothers). and Casper Hardy and his
sons (George and Joseph). Further south along the
timber-prairic boundary were Daniel and  Augustiic
O'Brien, Abraham and Wilham Carter, and Ignatious
Leake and his sons. This 1s the only part of the project

Pata for this section are from NHC (1884). Owen (1893),
Hemmg (n.d . MCPBOE, RCPBOE. Ralls and Monroe County
muarrtage and probate records, and patenes,
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arca known to have been settled exclusively by members
of one religious denomination. Most of them also were
from the same county in Kentucky (Scott County);
thus, a group of scttlers who all shared the same
religion, came from the same part of Kentucky, and
consisted of family groups (father and sons settled necar
cach other) formed an early settlement cluster that
extended for about five miles (in a straight line) along
the timber-prairie boundary from Section 20 of T55N,
R6W to Section 11 of T54N, R7W. St. Paul’s Catholic
Church was organized about 1840 in the center of this
area in Section 31 of T55N, R6W, (Figure 3).

Another Catholic settlement, begun by John E
Donnelly and Daniel B. Kendrick, was located in Sec-
tion 2 of T56N, R7W. Other Catholic settlers in this area
were Electius Bell (from Scott County, Kentucky),
Robert and James Hagar, Levi Keithley, and Armistead
Wilson. In 1845, this group organize” St. Peter’s Cath-
olic Church in Section 30 of T56N, R6W (Figure 3),
and completed the present stone church in 1852 (Barrows
and Spalding 1957). This Catholic scttlement was not as
compact as the one to the south and scttlers of other
denominations were interspersed among the Catholies.
Betore St. Paul's and St. Peter’s parishes were organized.
it 1s probable that members of both groups of Catholic
settlers attended a Catholic chapel in Cincinnati, a small
town on the Salt River (Wetmore 1837:155).

A third Catholic settlement was located around
Indian Creck, 1n the northern part of T55N, R8W and
the southern part of T56N, R8W (Figure 11). This
scttlement began in 1830, with the carliest settlers
being Leonard and Clement Green, Alexander and
Abraham Wimsett, the Yates brothers (Raphacl.
Thomas, and Vincent), and Richard and Thomas Milcs.
In 1835 other settlers arrived, including three Pierce-
all brothers (Clement, James, and Joseph)., Walter
Carrico and his sons (Benedict and Ignatious). and
Hillary and Edward Hardesty. The Yates and Carrico
families were both trom Washington County. Kentucky.
Specific counties of origin of the other members of
this scttlement are not known. The focus for this
Catholic settlement was St. Stephen's Catholic Church,
organized in 1833. The village of Indian Creck (Ehza-
bethtown) was platted in 1852 with the church at its
center.

The carly (1820s) scettlement cluster south ot the
Middle Fork, in T54N, RYW. was begun by various
McGee families (those of John, Sr.. John, Jr.. John §.,
and Robert), John McKamey., and members of the
Simpson fammly (Robert, John, and Walker). The McGees
and McKamieys were from Mercer County. Kentucky,
and i 1828, founded the Pleasant Hill Presbyterian
Church, (the first church organized in the project arca),
located in Scction 16 of T34N. RYW. The Simpsons also
were Presbyterians but their county of origm in Ken-
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tucky 1s not known. Members of this scttlement had
important positions in caiy Monroe County government.
Robert Simpson was president of the county court and
John S. McGee and John McKamey were justices of the
peace, with McGee also having served as county surveyor.
The Smith settlement, one of the two oldest scttle-
ment clusters (along with the Ely scttlement), dates to
1819 and was located north ot the Middle Fork in T34N,
RYW, and the southernmost row of sections in T55N,
RYW (Figure 10). The settlement was named for Joseph
Smith. who brought a large tamily from Bath Counuy,
Fentucky, consisting ot his sons Alexander W.. Joseph
H.. John B.. and Samuel H.. his daughters Ehzabeth,
Ann, and Mary, and his sons-in-law John Johuson
(Mary’s husband) and James Adams (the husband of
Ehizabeth Smith). Adams entered land nexe to Joseph
Smith (who had been assigned land in Section 34 by
John D. Biggs) in 1819. Two possible brothers of Jamies
Adams, Otho and Ovid Adams, later entered land
nearby, as did the Smith sons after their father died n
1825 (although Alexander W. Smith had already entered
land south of the Middle Fork in 1819). Ann Smith
married James C. Fox of the Middle Grove settlement
(the tounder of, and merchant in. Paris; sce Chapter 2)
in 1822, and Alexander W. Smith married Susan Fox in
1824, After John Johnson died in 1826, Mary (Smith)
Johnson married Otho Adams in 1827. Ovid Adams,
Samuel H. Smmth, and John B. Smath all married
daughters of John Yates, who arrived in 1828 and
bought Joseph Smith's place from his sons. The Adams
and Yates, at least, appear to have been members of the
Church of Christ (now the Disciples of Christ). since
Ovid Adams and Nancy Yates were married by a
minister of this denomination. A church of the Church
of Christ denomination was tounded in the Smith
scttlement, but not until the 1860s. Other members of
the Smith scttlement who arrived in the 1820s were
Matthew Mappin, Abraham Kirkland, and John Woods.
Litdle is known about these people, especially Kirkland
and Woods. Matthew Mappin and his brother James
were from Bath County, Kentucky (James Mappin
married John Johnson's sister in Kentucky). James Mappin
originally settled 1n the McGee settlement but moved
into the Smith settlement around 1834. Matthew Mappin
married a McGee in 1826, after arrivai in the area.?
Although the original entrics made by Joseph Smith
and James Adams in 1819 were located near the edge of
the prairic in Section 34 ot T55N, RYW (sce Figure 10),

*Most of the gencalogical information on the Smiths and Mappins
15 from Henning (n.d.).

later entries made by their sons were located on the
moderately timbered slopes to the south. Renewed in-
terest in the prairie edge began in the fall of 1830, when
Thomas Poage and his brothers-in-law Richard D.
Powers and John Stewart arrived from Greenup County,
Kentucky., Poage bought Joseph Smith’s place from
John Yates and Stewart bought James Adams’ place.
Powers bought Paul Herryford's place in Section 33,
and noted in a letter to his father that cach man had
purchascd improved places with cabins already built and
that cach tarm was partly prairic. More land entries
along the timber-prairie boundary were made by them
in succeeding years. Thomas Poage’s (probable) brothers,
James and Robert Poage, arrived a few years later,
settled nearby, and tollowed the same strategy. This
strategy of location along the tumber-prairic boundary
was followed by many wealthy livestock producers
(which these men had become by 1850), as will be
demonstrated in the next chapter.

The formation of sertlement clusters discussed above
provides examples ot the role of social variables (kinship,
common origin and religious athiliation) in determining
settlement location. These examples show that it was a
common practice for family groups consisting of broth-
crs and in-laws to immigrate together and to form a
settlement cluster, with cach male member establishing
his own houschold and farm near those of other mem-
bers of the family group. In some cascs, their parents
also were members. Within a few years other family
clusters from the same county or with the same religious
affiliation (or both) arrived and settled near the original
family group, forming a scttlement cluster.

While scttlement in family groups probably was
ubiquitous throughout the period of settlement in all
parts of the project area, formation of larger clusters
based on common origin and religious affiliation may
have been more restricted. This is ditficult to demonstrate,
since data on origin and religious aftiliarion of settlers
are limited. It would appear that the effect of commonali-
ty of religious attiliation was most powerful among
Catholics. who formed large settlement clusters, possi-
bly because they may have been subject to a certain
amount of prejudice on the part of Protestants. The
limited data available indicate that Protestants of differ-
ent denominations settled together, as the proximity of
the Bapust and Methodist churches on Otter Creek and
the Baptist and Presbyterian churches on Pigeon Roost
Creek demonstrates (Figure 3). The Pigeon Roost
Creck (also known as Mt. Prairic) scttlement cluster
(Figure 12) 1s an example of a cluster where tew soctal
variables were factors in formation of the cluster. Both
Baptists and Presbyierians were present and counties of
origin included Clark County, Kentucky, Boone County,
Kentucky, Rockbridge County. Virginia, and Augusta
County, Virgima.
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steads (from Warren er al. 1981).

SUMMARY

In this chapter, temporal and spatial patterning of
land cntrics in the project arca was investigated. It was
found that the timing of land entries was duc primarily
to changing cconomic conditions, but that changes in
the laws governing disposal of public lands also aftected
amount of land entered per year. It was tound that the
volume of land entries correlated with economic boom
periods and the availability of credit, as Cole (1927) has
shown for the navton as a whole. The begiming of
settlement in the project arca was the result of the
1818-1819 boom period, which coincided with the first
public land sales. The succeeding period of economic
depression, combined with a change to a cash-only
policy for land entries, resulted in few entries during the
carly 18205, The major period of land entries and
settlement was from 1828 through 1836, during which
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cconomic expansion occurred. This period culminated
with intense land speculation by local residents, non-
residents, and Eastern speculators during the last half of
1835 and the first half of 1836. During this year, for the
first time, the amount of land entered by residents with
carlier entries was greater than the first entries of
arriving residents. By 1838, 90% of the federal public
land in the project area had been entered. Passage of the
military bounty acts and the Graduation Act slightly
accelerated entry of remaining public land during the
1850s.

Spanal patterning of land entries was influenced by
both environmental and social variables. Certain envi-
ronmental zones were preferred by residents: timbered
moderate slopes, the timber-prairie transition zone, and
timbered high terraces. In the next chapter, it will be
shown that these zones were associated with different
agricultural complexes. Nonresidents and Eastern specu-
lators attempted o follow similar strategies but were less
successtul than residents in carrying them out, probably
due to less knowledge about the environment. Eastern
speculators did attempt to enter land on timbered slopes,
similar to that entered by residents, but obtained instead
timbered steep slopes of little value. When all of these
lands were purchased they switched to upland prairic
and were the only group to enter the centers of upland
prairic zones before 1830, Tronically, due to technologi-
cal change (introduction of the steel plow), prairie land
cventually became more valuable than timbered lasid,
especially the steep timnbered land entered by Eastern
speculators.

Environmental zones preferred by residents were
large cnough and widespread enough that significant
room for choice of location within them remained
through much ot the period of initial settlement. In
other words, even if scttlers restricted their land entries
to preferred zones, they still had to decide on a specific
location within the zone or zones. Specitic locational
choices may have been made on the basis of acsthetic
considerations, cconomic considerations such as accessi-
bility (road development will be discussed in the next
chapter), or because of such social variables as kinship,
religious atfiliavon, or commonality of origin. Exam-
ples discussed above suggest kinship was an important
variable in development of small settlement clusters.
Particularly important were groups ot brothers and
brothers-in-law who all scttled near cach ottier. Com-
mon rchigious athhaton (especally among athiolics)
and commonality of origin were responsible ior promot-
ing the development of larger clusters i some parts of
the project arca. Social variables probably were most
important at the beginning of scttlement, when serviee
functions were poorly developed and it was necessary to
rely on members of the local group tor assistance and
specialized skills. Social ties facilitated this cooperatioin.
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With the development of towns and the appearance of
rural nonagricultural specialists (sce Chapter 5), these
connections were not as important, and as zones with
preferred environmental characteristics began to fill up,

settlers probably located wherever good land (as they
perceived it) was available, not being too particular
about who their ncighbors were.




ECONOMIC DIFFERENTIATION

In this chapter, the development of economic differ-
entiation is discussed in terms of the differential distribu-
tion of wealth among individuals and the development
of cconomic specialization. Wealth is measured in terms
of ownership of land and slaves and may be related to
persistence (length of time an individual lived in the
area) and political owniccholding. Economic specializa-
tion includes development of agricultural specialization
(production for market) and specialization in production
of goods, retail and wholesale commercial functions,
and services. This functional specialization is related to
town formation, which concentrates nonagricultural
functions in central places to serve the dispersed rural
population. The degree to which nonagricultural func-
tions are concentrated in towns can be seen as a measure
of the degree of functional differentiation achieved. This
also is related to case of access to towns, which is
dependent on development of transportation networks.
Thus, road construction also is an indicator of market-
oriented (as opposed to basic subsistence-related) eco-
nomic activity.

DISTRIBUTION OF WEALTH

In Chapter 3 it was noted that land and slaves were
the principal determinants of wealth and status in the
upper South. It was suggested that amassing large
amounts of land and slaves was the goal of those
aspiring to be community leaders and members of the
“planter” class. In this section the attainment of that
goal is evaluated in the context of a frontier situation
where large quantities of land were available at a rela-
tively low price.

Land

Table 20 shows the frequency distribution of the
number of acres of land entered by residents before July
30, 1835, and Table 21 shows the frequency distribution
for residents for the entire period of land entrics,
1818-1858. It will be noted that multiples of 80) acres have
higher frequencices, duc to the 80-acre minimum pur-
chase requirement in force until 1832 (see Chapter 4).
For both time periods, the mean number of acres

TABLE 20.

Frequency Distribution of Numbers of Acres
Entered by Residents in the Project Area,

1818-1835

Acres? Entrants Percent Cumulative percent

40 119 17.5 17.5

80 205 30.2 37.7
120 57 8.4 56.1
160 98 14.4 70.5
200 28 4.1 74.6
240 57 8.4 83.0
280 11 1.6 84.6
320 33 4.9 89.5
360 12 1.8 9.3
400 18 2.7 94.0
440 4 0.6 94.6
480 12 1.8 96.4
520 1 0.1 96.5
560 5 0.7 97.2
600 2 0.3 97.5
640 3 0.4 97.9
680 1 0.1 98.0
720 5 0.7 98.7
760 1 0.1 98.8
800 1 0.1 98.9
840 1 0.1 99.0
880 1 0.1 99.1
1040 1 0.1 99.2
1280 1 0.1 99.3
1520 1 0.1 99.4
1560 1 0.1 99.5
Total 679
T = 169.6

entered is between 160 and 200 acres, and about 75% of
all entrants cntered 200 acres or less. By far the most
common entrics consisted of a quarter-section (160
acres) or a half-quarter-section (80 acres). In the period
before 1835 only 6% of residents entered more than 400
acres, with a maximum of 160 acres. For the entire
period of land entries, 10% of residents entered more
than 400 acres with a maximum of 2160 acres. Thus,
judging by land entrics, there was a large “middle class™
of land owners with relatively modest holdings. while a
minority (approximately 10% of entrants) were estab-
lishing larger “‘estates.”

The pattern of land tenure that emerged by 1850
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TABLE 21.

Frequency Distribution of Acreage Sizes Entered
by Residents in the Project Area, 1818-1859

Acres Entrants” Percent Cumulative percent
40 232 19.9 19.9
80 309 26.5 46.4

120 91 7.8 54.2
160 188 16.2 70.4
200 40 3.4 73.8
240 64 5.5 79.3
280 23 2.0 81.3
320 52 4.5 85.8
364) 20 1.7 87.5
400 31 2.7 9.2
440 17 1.5 91.7
480 19 1.6 93.3
520 6 0.5 93.8
560 12 1.0 94.8
600 5 0.4 95.2
640 15 1.3 96.5
680 3 0.3 96.8
720 7 0.6 97.4
760 2 0.2 97.6
800 4 (.3 97.9
840) 1 0.1 98.0
880 3 0.3 98.3
920) 1 0.1 98.4
960 3 0.3 98.7

1000 1 0.1 98.8

1040 3 (.2 99.0

1080 1 0.1 99.1

1120 2 0.1 99.2

1200 1 0.1 99.3

1280 3 0.2 99.5

1320 1 0.1 9.6

1520 1 0.1 99.7

1560 1 0.1 99.8

20000 1 0.1 99.9

2160 1 01 100.0

o= 1164

(Table 22) was similar to the pattern of entrics, with
most residents owning or renting (see below for infor-
mation on tenancy) 100-400 acres. The upper 10% of
land owners owned 300-2000 acres. Comparing Table
21, which shows the amount of land entered per person,
and Table 22, which reflects actual land-use patterns in
1850, 1t will be noted that the mean amount of land per
tarm in 1850 (Table 22) is larger than the mean amount
entered per person (Table 21), and that the number of
entrants 18 much higher than the number of individual
tarms n 1850, This appears to be due to consolidation of
smaller holdings mto larger farms. Although 20% of all
entrics by residents consisted of single d0-acre tracts,

only 7% of all farms in 1850 were less than 8() acres.
Therefore, it appears that residents who entered less
than 8" acres tended to sell out to others who were
increasing the size of their farms. Thus, the $0-acre farm
was rare in the project arca in 1850 and may not have
been economically viable. It appears that the process of
competition described by Hudson (1969:367) alrcady
was in operation, at least for the lower end of the scale of
farm sizes, only 20 years after the period of inital
scttlement.

It has been suggested that frontier residents (as well
as nonresidents) engaged in land speculation, buying
more land than they actually intended to use for agricul-
tural purposes, (Billington 1945:205; Gates 1942:3106).
However, this strategy does not appear to have been
common in the project arca. A comparison of the
amount of land entered before 1835 by those appearing
in the 1830 census, with the amount of land owned by
the same individuals in 1850 (N = 74), shows that 75%
of them increased their holdings and that there was an
average net gain of 100 acres per person. This is not
conclusive, since they may not have begun to scll ther
excess land until after 1850. However, the increase in
amount of land owned per person for those who

TABLE 22.

Frequency Distribution of Number of Acres
of Land per Farm in the Project Area
in the 1850 Agricultural Census

Acres! Farms Percent Cumulative percent
1- 99 106 15.6 15.6
100- 199 213 31.3 46.9
200~ 299 160 235 70.4
300- 399 N 13.4 83.8
400- 499 36 53 89.1
500- 399 25 3.7 92.8
600- 699 20 29 95.7
700- 799 5 0.7 96.4
RO0- 899 8 1.2 97.6
9= 999 1 0.1 97.7
1000-1099 3 0.4 98.1
1100-1199 5 0.7 98.8
1200-1299 0 0.0
1300-1399 1 0.1 98.9
1400-1499 1 0.1 99.0
1300-1399 0 0.0
1600-1699 2 0.3 99.3
1700-1799 1 0.1 99.4
1800-1899 1 0.1 99.5
1900-2000 2 0.3 99 8
Total 681

o= 264
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TABLE 23.

Value of Land in Dollars for Households Listed in the 1850 Agricultural Census
and for All Rural Households in the Project Area in 1850

Value in Houscholds in All
dollars agricultural census” Percent households Percent
0 24 35 62 7.3
1- 199 21 3.1 37 43
200- 399 45 6.6 74 8.7
400- 599 80 1.7 100 11.7
600- 799 65 9.5 80 9.4
806)- 999 89 13.1 109 12.8
1000-1199 98 14.4 110 12.9
1200-1399 42 6.2 44 5.2
1400-1599 62 9.1 64 7.5
1600-1799 14 2.0 14 1.6
1800-1999 6 0.9 6 0.7
2000-2199 46 6.8 56 6.6
2200-2399 5 0.7 5 0.6
2400-2599 15 2.2 16 . 1.9
2600-2799 1 0.1 1 0.1
2800-2999 0 0.0 0 0.0
3000-3199 27 4.0 29 3.4
3500 6 0.9 8 0.9
3700 t 0.1 1 0.1
4000 13 1.9 14 1.6
4400 2 0.3 2 0.2
45(8) 1 0.1 i 0.1
5000 6 0.9 7 (.8
6000 3 0.4 3 0.4
7000 3 0.4 3 0.4
8000 2 0.3 2 0.2
10,000 2 (.3 2 0.2
13,000 | 0.1 1 0.1
30,0000 1 0.1 1 0.1
'To= 81323.21

"= SI1241.15
‘Includes the value of a mill.

remained trom 1830 through 1850, indicates success in
amassing land, one of the goals mentioned carlier. It
would appear that acquiring land was more important
than making money. Those who were not successful in
acquiring at least 80 acres probably left the arca.

There also were people who did not own land in the
project arca. Ot the 681 people listed in the 1850 agricul-
tural census (Table 23), 24 (3.5%) had no “valuc of real
estate owned” reported in the population census, which
may indicate that they were tenants or renters. Twenty-
three of the 53 rural heads ot houschold who histed their
occupation as farmer n the population census, and who
do not appear in the agricultural census, owned no land
according to the population census. Farmers who do not
appear in the agneultural census may have produced less

than $100 worth of agriculeural products, the minimum
amount necessary to be listed (Wright and Hunt 1904
235). They probably worked primarily as tarm dav
laborers. In addition, there were 19 rural heads of
houschold with other occupations or no occupation
who owned no land.

Slaves

As discussed above and in Chapter 3, slave owner-
ship contributed to wealth and status. Because ot the
absence of plantation agriculture i the upper South,
some histortans (Braderman 1939:451; Trexler 1914:19;
Viles 1920:40) consider the prestige value of slaves to




TABLE 24.

Number and Percent of Slave-Owning Households in Salt River and Jackson Townships
in 1830 for Households of Entrants and for All Households

No. of No. of No. of No. of
slave houscholds slave all rural
Township owners of entrants Percent owners houscholds Percent
Salt River 38 104 36.5 40 128 31.2
Jackson 15 69 21.7 15 79 19.0
Total 53 173 30.6 55 207 26.6

have been more important than their economic value as
laborers, unless cash crops such as tobacco and hemp
were grown. However, in a frontier wooded environ-
ment it is probable that slave labor would have increased
both the speed of timber-clearing and the amount of
land that could be cleared in a scason. Slaves also would
have increased greatly the labor force of famihies with
few or no male members of working age. In order to
assess the role of slavery in the project area, the pereent-
age of slave owners and the trequency distribution of the
number of slaves per owner will be examined.

Tables 24-26 present information on the number and
pereent of slave owners for various townships in 1830
and 1840, and for the project arca as a whole in 1830, a
vear tor which data are not organized by township in the
census. 1t should be noted thae Salt River and Jackson
townships in 1830 were approximately coterminous
with the project arca except on the castern edge (sce
Figure 2). The townships for which 1840 slave owner-
ship data are presented include areas beyond the bound-
aries of the project arca (sce Figure 3), accounting tor the
larger total number of owners in these townships in 1840
than n the project area in 1850,

Slave owners made up 30-40% of all rural heads of
houschold in the project arca in all three census years,
with a few coxceptions. There was an increase in the
pereentage of slave owners through time and there was a
higher percentage of slave ownership among land en-
trants than among the population as a whole. It is
interesting that Jackson Township in 1830 (sce Figure 2)
had less than 20% stave owners. This may have been due
to lower population density, less accessibility (lack of
roads). and greater distance to towns. In other words,
the more extreme frontier conditions in Jackson Town-
ship in 1830, as compared to Salt River Township, may
have repelled wealthier slave owners who may not have
been willing to take as many risks as nonslave owners. It
also is of interest that in 1830, slave owners entered a
significantly {p < .001 level) greater amount ot land than
nonslave owners in Salt River Township, but that there
was no significant difference in amount of land entered
by the two groups in Jackson Township. This also may
have been a result of more extreme frontier conditions in
Jackson Township in 1830, By 1840 significant differ-
ences in the amount of land entered by both groups
existed in all townships.

TABLE 25.

Number and Percent of Slave-Owning Households in Various Townships®
in 1840 for Households of Rural Entrants and for All Rural Households

No. of No. of No. of No. of

slave houscholds slave all rural
Township owners of entrants Percent owners houscholds Percent
Salt River 28 73 38.4 48 140 34.3
Saline 24 58 41.4 41 111 36.9
Jackson 67 132 50.8 148 307 48.2
Jefterson 37 10 33.6 19 160 30.6
Washington 30 89 337 52 160) 325
Indian Creck Y 43 209 12 72 16.7
South Fork 20 48 1.7 36 86 419
Total 223 568 9.3 386 1036 37.3

“Including some houscholds outside the project arca.




TABLE 26.

Number and Percent of Slave-Owning Households
in the Project Area in Ralls and Monroe Counties
in 1850 for Households of Rural Entrants
and for All Rural Households

No. of  No. of No. of No. of

slave  households slave all rural
owners of entrants Percent owners houscholds Percent
201 441 45.6 339 852 39.8

In 1840, Indian Creck Township had only 17% slave
owners while Jackson Township had almost 50%. Rea-
sons for these extremes can only be speculated upon.
Indian Creck Township was settled primarily by
Catholics, who as a group may have had a disdain for
slavery. The high concentration of slave owners in
Jackson Township probably is related in some way to
the presence of the county seat in the township. Proxim-
ity to the county scat may have been a factor in the
locational decisions of wealthier individuals who in-
tended to try to influence county atfairs and to seck
political power. These extremes in slave ownership
between townships show there was significant spatial
varation within the project arca that would be masked it
stanistics from arcas the size of counties were used.
Ulnfortunately. this is ail that is available for 1850.

Frequency distributions of number of slaves per
owner in 1830, 1840, and 1850 are listed in Tables 27-29.
It can be seen that most owners had only a few slaves. In

TABLE 27.

Frequency Distribution of Slaves in Salt River and
Jackson Townships in 1830 by Entrants’ Households
with Slaves and by All Households with Slaves

Entrants All

Slaves Houscholds®  Percent Houscholds"  Percent
1 22 41.5 22 0.0
2 10 18.9 10 18.2
3 4 7.5 5 9.1
4 3 5.7 3 5.4
5 3 5.7 3 5.4
6 2 38 2 36
7 H 7.5 4 7.3
8 3 5.7 3 5.4
9 ! 1.9 1 1.8
10 1 1.9 1 1.8
i (} 0.0 | 1.8

Totals 33 35

o= 3.1 slaveshouschold

"T = 3.2 slaves/houschold
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cach census year 75% of owners had five or less slaves.
As noted in Chapter 3, ownership of six or more slaves
made one a “colonel.” The number of slaves owned by
the upper 10% of owners increased rapidly, with the
minima and maxima for this group rising from 8-11 in
1830), to 9-28 1n 1840, and to 10-35 in 1850. The increase
in the mean number of slaves per owner between 1830
(3.2/owner) and 1850 (4.3/owner) probably is due to
this increase among the 10% of owners who had the
most slaves.

TABLE 28.

Frequency Distribution of Slaves in 1840
for Households of Rural Entrants with Slaves
in the Project Area and for All Households
with Slaves in Salt River, Saline, Jackson,
Jefferson, Washington, Indian Creek,
and South Fork Townships

Entrants’ Alll
No. of No. of No. of
slaves houscholds”  Percent houscholds?  Percent
| 74 33.2 129 33.4
2 37 16.6 64 16.6
3 20 9.0 38 9.8
4 21 9.4 31 8.1
3 18 8.1 38 9.8
6 7 31 16 4.1
7 15 6.7 21 5.4
8 5 2.2 9 2.3
9 5 2.2 9 23
10 9 4.0 1 2.8
11 2 0.9 5 1.3
12 3 1.3 6 1.6
13 1 0.4 2 0.5
14 0 0.0 1 0.2
16 1 0.4 1 0.2
17 2 0.9 2 0.9
19 1 0.4 1 0.2
21 1 0.4 1 0.2
28 1 0.4 1 0.3

e

= 4.0 slaves/houschold

by = 223
‘¥ = 3.8 slaves/houschold
o= 386

The two men with the most slaves in 1840 provide
examples of the activities of owners with many slaves.
Edward Shropshire had 28 slaves in 1840 and had
entered 400 acres (beginning in 1831) ncar Crooked
Creek, in Section 3 ot T35N, R10W, on the west edge of
the project arca in Washington Township. Bascd on




64

TABLE 29.

Frequency Distribution of Slaves in 1850 in Ralls
and Monroe Counties for Households of
Rural Entrants with Slaves and for
All Rural Households with Slaves

Entrants’ All

No. of No. of No. of

slaves houscholds®  Percent houscholds?  Percent
1 56 27.9 95 28.0
2 30 14.9 52 15.3
3 22 10.9 435 13.3
+4 15 7.5 34 10.0
5 15 7.5 25 7.4
6 8 4.0 14 4.1
7 14 7.0 18 3.3
8 8 4.0 11 3.2
9 6 3.0 10 29
10 3 1.5 6 1.8
B 4 2.0 6 1.8
12 6 3.0 7 2.1
13 3 1.5 4 1.2
14 2 1.0 2 (3.6
15 1 0.5 1 0.3
17 2 1.0 2 0.6
18 3 1.5 4 1.2
20 1 0.5 1 0.3
21 1 0.5 1 0.3
35 1 0.5 1 0.3

X =48 slaves/houschold

bp = 201

‘X = 4.3 slaves/houschold

4y = 339

amount of land and number of slaves owned, he was the
wealthiest man in the project area in 1840 (see below for
rank-ordering of wealth). He was clected a county judge
in November, 1834, and resigned in November, 1837
(John M. Clemens of the town of Florida was appointed
to fill the remaining year of his term). Shropshire was in
his 60s and was unmarried. Since he had no children, his
entire labor force consisted of slaves. Nincteen ot his 28
slaves were over the age of 10 and all 19 were histed in the
1840) census as being engaged in agriculture. According
to his will, filed in 1843, he was growing tobacco.
The second wealthiest man in 1840 was Willlam
Huston, who owned 2t slaves and 760 acres of land.
Most of the land (631 acres) was purchased from
Andrew Rogers, one of the first Monroe County court
judges, in November, 1835, and was located a few miles
southeast of Florida. Huston was unmarried and was 42
years old in 1840, Only cight ot his 21 slaves were over
10 years old in 1840, and in 1850 only 11 of his 35 slaves
were over 10, In 1850 Huston was engaged in general

farming and was producing some flax (400 pounds) and
Hlax sced (15 bushels), but it is not known how much
labor this would have required. The large number of
children among Huston’s slaves suggests that Huston
was raising slaves for sale. Since slave dealers were social
outcasts in Missouri (Trexler 1914:45-46), this may ac-
count for the fact that Huston never held any political
otfice and never was mentioned in the county history.
After the Civil War and the resultant loss of his slaves,
he was declared msane by the county court.

The percentage of slaves in the population of the
project area steadily increased from 13.3% in 1830, to
18.4% 1n 1840, to 21.2% in 1850. However, in the state
as a whole the percentage of slaves in the population
declined from 17.8% in 1830, to 15.2% in 1840, to
12.8% in 1850 (Trexler 1914:10), mostly due to north-
erners immigrating to upper Missouri (Gray 1938:874).
Slavery in Missouri was restricted primarily to the
major river valleys that originally had been settled by
people from the upper South. By 1850. in the Missouri
and Mississippi valleys, slaves comprised up to 30% of
the population (Gray 1958:874). In the Boon's Lick arca
of Cooper Countv one owner had 72 slaves; the second
highest number of slaves was 32, The mean number of
slaves per owner there was 4.7 (Trexler 1914:14) and the
mean for the state as a whole was 4.6 per owner (Trexler
1914:10). This compared to 4.3 per owner in the project
arca. Thus slavery in the project arca was similar
quantitatively to slavery in other river valleys of Mis-
souri that were settled by people from the upper South,
even though the region had not been settled for as long a
time.

Wealth Differences

Distribution of wealth among rural residents of the
project arca was studied by combining data on land and
slave ownership, since these were found to have been the
principal determinants of rural wealth and status in the
upper South before the Civil War (see Chapter 3).
Wealth of town residents probably was measured more
in terms of goods and cash on hand. data tor which are
not available. Therefore, town residents have been
excluded.

The distribution of wealth in 1830, 1840, and 1850
was studied by calculating the sum of the value of fand
and slaves owned by cach individual and rank-ordering
these sums. For 1830 and 1840, amount of land owned
was assunied to be equal to the amount of land entered
before 1835 for the 1830 group, and before 1845 tor the
1840 group. This was adjusted for a few individuals who
had many slaves but who had entered relatively litde
land (such as Willilam Huston, discussed above), by
checking deed records for land purchases from other




individuals. Land in 1830 was assumed to have been
worth $1.25/acre, its price at the land otfice. In 1840 all
land was assumed to have been worth $2/acre. This
value was not contradicted by a small unsystematic
sample of deed records from this period. The actual
value ot land owned by cach individual is available in the
1850) population census and averages about $5/acre.
These values tfrom the census were used tor 1830 wealth
calculations.

For 1830 and 1840, only land entrants’ wealth could
be studied due to a lack of other land ownership data.
Thus., wealth in terms of land tor these years is only an
approximation, since it does not take into account land
purchased trom other individuals and those individuals
who did not enter land. In 1830 land entrants comprised
about 84% of the heads ot houscholds. Hence, they arca
good sample of the population, although it is biased
against the poor who did not enter land. In 1840, land
entrants comprised 68% ot the heads of houscholds in
the two townships located entirely within the project
arca (Jefterson and Indian Creck). For 1830, land data are
available trom the census for all heads of houschold.
However, wealth of land entrants in 1850, was calculated
separately for comparison with 1830 and 1840 land
entrants. Land entrants composed 52% of all heads of
houschold in 1850.

Slave values were estimated from data tor Missouri
summarized by Trexler (1914:38-39). For 1830 1t was
assumed that cach slave was worth $300, or six times the
value of cach d0-acre tract of land. A more accurate
valuation of slaves could have been accomplished by
assigning ditferent values to various combinations of age
and sex, but this would greatly have complicated data

TABLE 30.

Distribution of Wealth” Exhibited within
Each Decile of Land Entrants, Ranked in Order
from Wealthiest (1) to Poorest (10), for 1830

Rank Minimum Maximum Total® Percent
1 $1650 $4600 $69500 47.0
2 KO} 1600 30250 20.5
3 450 800 16000 10.8
4 350 450 10500 7.1
5 250 350 8K 5.4
6 200 250 5700 3.9
7 100 200 3500 24
8 100 1Y) 2700 1.8
9 0 100 1750 1.2

10 0 0 0 0.0

‘Based on land and slave ownership; cach 40 acres of land = $50.
and cach slave = $300.
*Mecan for 271 entrants is $545.76.
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collection, coding, and calculation. For 1840 1t was
assumed that cach slave was worth $320, or four times
the value of each 40-acre tract of land. For 185(), a value
of $400/slave was used, which is twice the value of an
average 40-acre tract.

It will be noted that values of slaves in terms of land
steadily decreased. The high value of slaves relative to
land in 1830 may have encouraged a strategy of bringing
slaves from Kentucky, selling them in Missouri, and
entering land with the proceeds. This strategy was
considered in 1836 by a then-recent immigrant to Boone
County who brought 23 slaves with him. However, he
did not sell them because he was “attached to them™ and
rented them out instead (Atherton 1944:303). In this
case, at least, social valucs preempted economic ones.
The changing relative values of Tand and slaves may have
required periodic reappraisal of one’s assets.

Once the amount of wealth for cach head of house-
hold had been calculaced, the heads of houscholds were
rank-ordered by wealth and grouped into percentiles
such that cach group consisted of 10% of the cases
{deciles). The minimum and maximum for cach ranked
decile and the percent of total wealth represented by
each decile are shown in Table 30 for 1830, Table 31 for

TABLE 31.

Distribution of Wealth? Exhibited within
Each Decile of Land Entrants, Ranked in Order
from Wealthiest (1) to Poorest (10), for 1840

Rank Minimum Maximum Total” Percent
1 $2320 89760 $258.160) 43.2
2 1360 2320 115,680 19.4
3 96() 1360 74,160 12.4
4 640 960 49,760 8.3
5 480 640 34,800 5.8
6 320 480 23,360 3.9
7 240 320 17.840 3.0
8 160 240 10,480 1.8
9 80 160 8,640 1.4
10 () 80 4,400 0.7

“Based on land and slave ownership: cach 40 acres of land = $80).
and cach slave = $320.
"Mean for 647 entrants is $923.15.

1840), Table 32 for 1850 land entrants, and Table 33 for all
1850 houschold heads. Thesc ranked deales of wealth are
referred to as wealth ranks. Wealth rank 1 is composed
of the wealthiest 10% and wealth rank 10 comprises the
poorest 10%. The distribution of wealth tor 1850 land
entrants and for all 1850 rural houscholds is quite similar.
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TABLE 32.

Distribution of Wealth’ Exhibited within Each
Decile of Rural Land Entrants, Ranked in Order
from Wealthiest (1) to Poorest (10), for 1850

Rank Minimum Maximum Total” Percent
1 $3801) S34000 $549,000 44.9
2 3600 5800 203,400 16.6
3 2600 3600 137,200 11.2
4 2000 2600 99,742 8.1
5 1500 2000 73,795 6.0
6 1000 1500 56,197 4.6
7 800 1000 41,260 3.4
8 600 800 31,928 2.6
9 J00 600 20,716 1.7

10 0 400 10,555 0.9

"Based on land and slave ownership: land = 85.24/acre and
cach slave = S400,

"Mean for 441 entrants = $2775.04.

‘Includes value of a mill: next highest maximum is $22,200),

although the distribution tor land entrants tends to
slightly overestimate the percent of wealth of the wealthi-
est 10%. Because of this similarity, the use of entrants
only in 1830 and 1840 may provide a fairly accurate
picture of the distribution of wealth tor the population
as a whole, espeaially since entrants constituted higher
pereentages ot the population in 1830 and 1840 than they
did 1 1850,

For colonial Amecrica, Main (1965:276, 286) tound

TABLE 33.

Distribution of Wealth’ Exhibited within Each
Decile of Rural Heads of Households, Ranked
in Order from Wealthiest (1) to Poorest (10),

for 1850
Rank Minmimum Maximum Total” Percent
1 S4600 S3HUNY $654,500 40.5
2 3000 4600 303,570 18.8
3 2000 29(1) 199,442 12.3
4 1400 2000 146,725 9.1
3 1000 1400 97,768 6.1
6 R 1000 76,080 4.7
6HON R 61,403 38
8 400 OO0 43,996 2.7
9 204) 400 25,490 1.6
10 ] 200 6,580 0.4
“Based on land and slave ownership: land = 85.12/acre and

cach slave = S400).
"Mean tor 832 entrants = $1896.17.
Includes value of a mill: next highest maximum s §22,200.

that as subsistence farming shifted to commercial faiming,
social stratification increased, as measured by the propor-
tion of taxes paid by the wealthiest 10%. In northern
frontier areas the richest 10% had 33% of the wealth,
which increased to 45 or 50% with the advent of com-
mercial farming. For southern frontiers Main (1965:276)
predicts the richest 10% should have had 40% of the
wealth, which should have increased to 353% with
commercial farming.

Lemon and Nash (1968) have discussed the problems
associated with using tax lists for studying distribution
of wealth. They also disagree with Main's usc of the
stages of frontier, subsistence, and commercial agriculture,
noting that farmers in colonial southeast Pennsylvania
were producing for export within two years of settle-
ment (Lemon and Nash 1968:17). However. they did
find that there was a gradual increase in the difterentia-
uon of wealth, with the richest 10% increasing their
share from 24% to 38% of the taxable wealth by 1800
(Lemon 1972:11; Lemon and Nash 1968:13).

A similar mcrease in concentration of wealth over
time occurred carly in the Shenandoah Valley. In the
lower part of the valley where some plantations existed.,
the richest 10% owned 48% of the real property and
58% of the personal property by 1800 (Mitchell 1977:
121). In Trempeleau County. Wisconsin, established in
1854, Curti (19539:Table 9) found that the wealthiest
10% had 39% ot the wealth both in 1866 and 1870, This
was similar to the distribution of wealth in long-
established rural Vermont townships during the same
years (Curti 1959:78).

The data summarized above indicate there was a
slighely greater concentration of wealth in southern
rural arcas than in northern ones, probably duc to the
presence of slaves in the South. Data trom the project
arca do indicate that a slightly greater differentiation of
wealth existed there than in carly southeast Pennsylvania
and in carly Trempeleau County, Wisconsin. However,
the obscervation made by Main, Lemon, and Mitchell
that the ditterentiation of wealth increased over time 1s
not substantiated by data trom the project arca. There,
the reverse appears to have been the case, with the
greatest ditterentiation bemg apparent i 1830 (the
wealthiest 10% controlled 47% of the wealth) and the
lcast in 1830 (the wealthiest 10% controlled 40% of the
wealth). However, this trend may have reversed itselt in
subscquent years. Mitchell (1977:132) relates increasing
social stratification to increasing competition tor land.
and m 1830, in the project area there sull was a small
amount of tederal public land (about 5% of the project
arca) available. It also should be pointed out that al-
though there appears to have been greater difterentiation
in the distribution of wealth i 1830 than in 1850, the
range in amount of wealth (1.c.. the difference between
the richest and poorest). certainly was greater in 1850




than in 1830.

The most important conclusion reached from this
study of the distribution of wealth in the project area is
that obvious differences in wealth were present from the
beginning of settlement. The greater concentration of
wealth among the richest members of the population in
1830 compared to 1850 was due partly to the large
proportion (11%) of landless families in 1830. Since
everyone in the 1830 wealth ranking was a land entrant,
this means they eventually entered land but had not yet
done so by 1834, By 1840, many ot them had entered
land, thereby increasing the percentage ot wealth owned
by the poorest {0%.

It appears that both rich and poor migrated to the
Salt River region, importing intact the social stratification
system of the upper South based on land and slaves.
However, the abundance of relatively cheap land on the
fronter allowed some of the landless to become land
owners, creating a substantial middle class. Inexpensive
land also allowed the wealthy to become wealthier, as
indicated by the increase in the range of wealth ditfer-
ences by 1850.

Of course, not all sctelers were successtul in increas-
ing their wealth. Some of those who were not successful
probably left the arca. In the discussion above, the
difference between the larger number of resident land
entrants and the smaller number of resident land owners
in 1850 was noted, along with the increase in mean
number of acres per family. [t was suggested that many
of those who entered only 40-acre tracts sold out to
others with farger farms, and then probably left the
project arca. This suggests there is a relationship be-
tween persistence (length of time a resident was in the
arca) and wealth.

Persistence and Wealth

Persistence of land entrants appearing in the 1830
census is presented in Table 34, and persistence of land

TABLE 34.

Persistence of Land Entrants Appearing
in the 1830 Census

Number Percent
Died before 1840 19 6.9
Present 1840 158 57.5
Abscent 1840 98 35.6
Dicd betore 1850 38 13.8
Present 1850 114 41.5
Absent 1850 123 44.7
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TABLE 35.

Persistence of Land Entrants Appearing
in the 1840 Census

Number Percent
Died before 1850 68 10.4
Present 1850 409 62.7
Absent 1850 175 26.8

entrants appearing in the 1840 census 1s presented in
Table 35. The population appears to have been fairly
stable during the first 20 years after the first census was
taken. For the 10-year periods 1830-1840 and 1840-1850,
well over halt the land entrants remained in the project
arca, and after 20 years (1830-1850), over 40% of land
entrants remained. It s likely that most entrants who
died (data from probate records) before the next census
would have remained in the arca (if they had not died),
since old or sick individuals would not likely have
undertaken a move. If those who died are added to those
present in the next census, persistence in the project area
would have been even greater.

Persistence in the project area between the first two
censuses after the beginning ot settlement was much
greater than in Kansas and in Trempeleau County,
Wisconsin, where only 25-26% of those present in 1860
remained untl 1870 (Curti 1939:Table 4, Malin 1935:
344). Part of this ditference is due to the tact that only
the persistence ot land entrants was measured in che
project arca, while all houscholds in the census were
mcluded in the Kansas and Wisconsin studics. Aside
trom this. onc might speculate that upper South culture
and the presence of slaves some how increased persis-
tence in the project arca, or that the ctfects of the Civil
War decreased persistence in Kansas and Wisconsin in
the 1860s.

In Trempeleau County, Wisconsin, Curti (1959:76)
found that those with less property were slightly more
likely to leave the county. Rice (1977:171), studying
Scandinavian immigrants in Minnesota, tound that value
of land owned corrclated with length of residence. Both
studies suggest a relationship between persistence and
wealth. This was tested tor the project area in several
wavs. Wealth of land entrants present in 1850 was
corrclated with the number of years since first land
entry. This yiclded a correlation coctticient (r) of only
.26. Tt also was found that the miean date of carliest entry
of the wealthiest 10% of entrants present in 1850 is
August. 1831, The mean tor all first entrics made by
residents betore 1850 is Apnl, 1833, For the wealthiest
10% of entrants present in 1840, the mean carliest entry
is June, 1831, and for all first entries made by residents
before 1840 the mean is August. 1832, Thus, the
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wealthiest 10% did arnive slightly carlier. Finally, the
persistence of the wealthiest 20% present in 1830 was
compared to the persistence of the poorest 20% present
in 1830 (Table 36). First, it should be noted that there is
an obvious bias in the probate records against recording
deaths of the poor. However, these unrecorded deaths
would atfect only the percent absent and not the percent
present. When the percent present atter 10 and 20 years
1s compared tor the wealthiest and poorest 20% of land
entrants present in 1830, 1t 1s found that the poor
actualty were shghtly morce likely to remain than the
wealthy. From the evidence presented above, it can be
concluded thae there is little relationship between persis-
tence and wealth i the project arca.

TABLE 36.

Persistence of Wealthiest 20% (Ranks 1 and 2) and
Poorest 20% (Ranks 9 and 10) of Land Entrants
Present in the 1830 Census

Ranks 9 & 10
Number Percent

Ranks 1 & 2
Number Percent

Died betore 1840 7 13.0 0 0.0
Present 18440 36 66.7 40 74.1
Absent 1840 18 333 14 259
Died before 1850 10 18.5 0 0.0
Present 1850) 25 46.3 26 48.1
Absent 1850 19 35.2 28 51.9

Political Offices and Wealth

Mitchell (1978:86) has suggested that in the upper
South leadership positions usually went to wealthier
members of society who owned relatively large amounts
of land and slaves. This was tested in the project area by
determining the wealth rank in 1830 or 1840 (whichever
was higher) of county ofticials in Monroce County trom
1831 (when the county was tormed) to 1840, The results
are shown in Tables 37-40. The tunctions of most of
these othicials were discussed in Chapeer 2. The most

TABLE 37.

Frequency Distribution of Monroe County Judges
per Wealth Rank, 1831-1840

TABLE 38.

Frequency Distribution of Monroe County Officials
(County Clerk, Treasurer, Public Administrator,
Sheriff, Assessor, and Collector) per Wealth Rank,

1831-1840
Rank” 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Number 2 5 2 414 1 1 0 0 0 0

“Mcan rank = 3.0

powecrtul position i1 county government. that of county
judge, was occupied only by members of the wealthiest
40% (wealth ranks 1-4) and all judges were slave
owners. The one judge in wealth rank tour (see Tables
30 and 31 for wealth ranks) probably should be ranked
higher, since he had a store and other property of
unknown value in the town of Florida, which was not
included in the data for determiming wealth. Mean
wealth ranks for other county otficials are all berween
2.6 and 3.4 (ranked deciles of wealth), and two-thirds of
them were slave owners. The two election judges in the

TABLE 39.

Frequency Distribution of Monroe County Election
Judges per Wealth Rank, 1831-1840

Rank” I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1

Number 1m 4 6 4 1 0 0 2 0 0

Mean rank = 2.6

cighth wealth rank and the three justices of the peace in
the seventh and cighth wealth ranks may be rare exam-
ples of ability and integrity taking precedence over
wealth. In general, however, county ottices were filled
by wealthier members of the community. This probably
also was true of state offictals. A resident of the project
arca {Gustavus M. Bower) was clected to the state
legislature in 1842 (Holcombe 1884:40). He was n the
first wealth rank and in 1840 was the sixth wealthiest
individual in the project arca.

TABLE 40.

Frequency Distribution of Monroe County Justices
of the Peace per Wealth Rank, 1831-1840

Rank’ 1

£

3 4

i
>
~J
o o
o

Number 5 32 1 0 o 0 0 u 0

Mean rank = 1.9

6 7 8 9 10

Ut

Rank" 1 2 3 4

Number 5 2 4 3 1t 0 1 2 0 ]

"Mean rank = 3.4




Summary

In summary, data on the distribution of wealth
indicate many immigrants of the project arca were able
to enhance their social status and wealth by amassing
land and slaves. Landless houscholds decreased trom
11.1% of land entrants in 1830 to 7.3% of all houscholds
in 1850. The landless tigure probably would be higher
tfor 1830 it all houscholds (including those who did not
eventually enter land) were included. Seventy-tive per-
cent of land entrants present in 1830 increased their
landholdings by 1850, and the percentage of houscholds
that had at least one slave mcreased from 27% in 1830 to
40% in 1830. The decrease in the concentration of wealdh
from 1830 to 1850 indicates that the poor were able to
improve themselves, no doubt due to the tronuer condi-

tions of reladvely inexpensive land and  ftertlity of

recently cleared land. However, the fact that there is licdde
relationship between wealth and length of residence
indicates that wealth brought by sctiers from  their
points of origin was morce signiticant than wealth creat-
¢d by trontier conditions. The high degree of concentra-
ton ot wealth in 1830 (47% of wealth ewned by the
richest 10%). at the begimmng of settlement (probably
73% of settlers present in 1830 had been in residence less
than three years), shows that the socal stratification
system ot Bluegrass Kentucky was reproduced to some
degree immediately upon arnval in the project area.

As in older parts of the upper South, the wealthy
were expected to provide feadership, and they tilled
most county ottices. The fact that all county judges
were slave owners 1s espectally noteworthy. It s proba-
ble that the richest 10%, with 300 or niore acres of land
and cight or more slaves, did constitute a “small planter™
class. as deseribed by Mitchell (1978). These wealthy
men were present from the carliest period of settlement.
For example, Joshua S, Ely, the wealthiest individual in
1830, probably was once of the tirst settlers in che castern
part ot the project arca, arriving i 18319 (Owen 18Y5).

As noted in Chapter 3, another indicator of status
was the type of house in which one lived. According to
Knitten (1963:353), replacemenc of a log  Huse with a
two=story trame [-house characteristic ot the upper
South signitied the attainment ot a certain fevel of status
and wealth. Surviving nincteenth-century houses pro-
vide examples ot this patternin the project arca. There is
a range in types of houses from one-room log cabins to
two-story frame I-houses. House types tound i the
region are deseribed m O Brien ef al. (1980).

AGRICULTURAL SPECIALIZATION

Economic development of a rural arca can be mea-
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sured by the degree to which commodities are produced
for market exchange or sale. Ethiciency m production
usually 15 achieved by specialization in production of
only a few commodities, while other agricultural prod-
ucts are obtained through market exchange. In this
section, the degree to which these processes operated in
the project area berore 1830, is examined. Unfortunarcly,
data on agricultural production betore 1850 are limited.
The first tederal agricultural census was taken in 1840,
but only county-widec totals are available; the 1830 agri-
cultural census was the first to record data by separate
farms. Therefore, it 1s necessary to infer carlier agricul-
tural trends from the resules evident i the 1850 agricul-
tural census.

Statistics summarizing the 1850 agricultural census
for tarmers in the project area are presented in Table 41.
The agricultural census supposedly includes all tarms
that produced more than $100 worth ot commodities,
and only livestock one year or older were enumerated
{Wright and Hunt 1900:235). Crop yiclds obviously are
estimates (apparent from the overrepresentation of num-
bers divisible by 10) and apply to the previous tall's
harvest (1849), since the census was taken in June 1850

Table 41 shows that the wide vartery of crops and
livestock characteristic of upper South agriculture (see
Chapter 3) was produced m the project arca m 18501
Almost everyone grew corn and raised swine and cattle,
the mainstays of upper South agriculture. The number
of farms raising sheep and producing wool is somewhat
surprising, since sheep usually are not mentioned as
being characteristic of upper South agriculture. Almost
all farms had a tew milk cows tor milk and butter and a
tew horses for agricultural traction. Fodder tor livestock,
in addition to grass and corn stalks, was supplied by vats
and hay. which were produced by a majonty of farmers.
Houschold consumption often was supplemented by
potatocs, and almost half ot all farms also produced
significant amounts of fruits and vegetables (orchard
and garden products). It is possible that many frant trees
produced peaches for making beandy, which sold tor
$l/gallon i Kentucky i 1802 (Michaux 1904:241),
Although hay production, dairy products. and orchards
were not characteristic of upper South settlers in south-
crn Hhnois and Indiana (Power 19533:95, 97), these com-
modities were common in the project arca. It may be
that the nonslave-owning poorer tarmers who moved
north practiced a less diversitied torm of agriculture.

The commodities discussed above all played a part in
supplving the houschold wih tood and tiber (wool),
and 1t production of these commoditices was increased
beyond houschold needs, they could have been sold or
exchanged. However, other commodities produced in
the project arca in 1850 were not items ot houschold
consumption. These commaditics include mules, tobacceo,
and hemp. Flax and flax sced probably also £V in this
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TABLE 41.

Production Statistics for 681 Project Area Farms in 1850

Number” Percent! Mean? S.D. Maximum/
Horses 679 99.7 5.0 2.9 25
Oxen 211 21.0 3.4 1.9 10
Mules & Asscs 96 14.1 8.9 15.8 103
Swine 670 98.4 30.6 22.0 175
Cattle 610 89.6 13.9 19.6 200
Sheep 595 87.4 26.0) 17.7 170
Wool (Ibs.) 375 84.4 57.2 39.9 300
Milk Cows 674 99.9 4.5 2.9 30
Butter (Ibs.) 662 97.2 153.5 102.1 1000
Cheese (Ibs.) 62 9.1 45.5 40.0 200
Corn (bu.) 680 99.9 832.1 608.1 5000
Wheat (bu.) 466 68.4 82.2 85.1 700
Rye (bu.) 30 4.4 27.3 14.2 60
Qats (bu.) 562 82.5 181.3 202.7 1500
Barley (bu.) 5 0.7 16.6 10.4 30
Buckwheat (bu.) 30 4.4 24.6 27.5 150
Hay (tons) 465 68.3 6.2 6.8 60
Clover Seed (bu.) 4 0.6 1.2 0.5 2
Grass Sced (bu.) 21 3.1 6.0 8.0 35
Peas and Beans (bu.) 24 3.5 17.2 22.0 90
Irish Potatocs (bu.) 520 76.4 17.8 14.8 160)
Sweet Potatoes (bu.) 259 38.0 15.5 14.3 100
Garden: Products (8) 323 47.4 13.7 18.5 150
Orchard Products (8) 315 46.2 25.8 27.8 250
Maple Sugar (lbs.) 53 7.8 126.2 142.7 800
Molasses (gallons) 41 6.0 10,9 30.6 200
Honey (1bs.) 125 18.4 41.6 322 200
Tobacco (Ibs.) 75 11.0 2898.7 3210.6 17000
Hemp (tons) 14 2.0 1.2 0.6 3
Flax (lbs.) 169 248 832.6 86.2 500)
Flax Sced ibu.) 118 17.3 3.6 3.3 22
Hops (Ibs.) 10 1.5 7.0 6.6 20

“Data compiled trom the 1850 agricultural census.

n .- . .
Number of tarms raising or producing the commodity.
‘Percent of tarms raising or producing the commodity.

IMean number of units of the commodity per producing farm.

“Stndard deviauon.
"Maximum value tor the commodity.

catcgory, although small amounts of Hax were used to
nake homemade hnen and linsey-woolsey fabric, and
ton seed was wsed to make naseed oil, used in tanning
and m pamcand varmish, Hemp was used to make rope
and bageiny tor cotton baling. Tobacco, hemp, and Hax
production were libor mtensive and usually were assodi-
ated wath slave labor (Gates 1960),

Fable 4 shows that the pereent of farmers produc-
g nonsubsistence iems discussed above ranges from
2 chermprto 237 tHaxy i 18500 mdicating that at least
these tirmers were producimg tor market. Comparable
tieures are notavathabic tor 1840, pucthe 1840 agnicultur-
il census tor Monroe County does show that tobaceo

and flax were being grown at this nme. However, sice
flax and hemp were combined into one category i 1840,
1t 1s impossible to determine if hemp (which was a much
rarer commodity than Hax m 18530) was bemg grown.
Table 42 lists production amounts for various com-
modities in 1840 as amounts per tamily for Monroce and
Ralls counties. The number of tanmlies was caleulated
by dividing the mean number ot persons per houschold
m 1840 (e 0.4, as determined i Chapter 3) into the
population ot the county. Amounts per farm i 1850 also
are given tor comparison. These figures are not very
usctul smee it cannot be determined how many house-
holds were producing 1 commaodity in 1840, and Mon-
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TABLE 42.

Comparison of Production of Various Commodities Expressed as Amount Produced Per Family,
for All Families Present in Monroe and Ralls Counties in 1840 and in the Project Area in 1850

Commodity Monroe 1840 Ralls 1840" Project area 185()
Tobacco (Ibs.) 122.8 139.7 319.2
Flax and hemp (lbs.) 4.7 73.4 69.8
Horses and mules 3.1 39 6.2
Cattle 5.8 7.8 12.4
Swine 19.9 24.8 30.1
Corn (bu.) 331.2 345.5 830.9

“n = 1485 families
by 695 families
‘n = 681 families

I

roc¢ and Ralls counties contain land outside the project
arca. However, it is possible to state that market produc-
tion of tobacco had begun by 1840, but that flax and
hemp production was rare, at least in the western
two-thirds of the project arca (Monroe County).

Commercial production of tobacco, hemp, and mules
in Monroe County 1s indicated in an 1837 gazeteer. An
“extensive hemp-manutactory™ was said to be “‘nearly
completed at Florida™ and there were two ““tobacco
manufactorics in Monroe, one of which 1s located at
Jonesborough™ (Wetmore 1837:121). It also was noted
thae 200-500 mules were sold annually as soon as they
were weaned. They would have been more valuable if
sold when more mature, but there were no facilities for
raising them (Wetmore 1837:121). Mules were raised in
the upper South tor export to the lower South, where
they were preferred over draft horses for ticld work
because they were hardier, ate less, did not require as
much shelter, and were able to “stand violent work™
{Ashton 1924:8; Gray 1958:852). Since mules are not able
to reproduce. replacements from the upper South were
alwavs m demand. The raisig of mules in Missoun
began i the 18205, when Mexican donkeys (asses or
burros) were imported via the Santa Fe trail and were
bred to Kentucky horses. Stock was improved through
the mportation of European jacks beginning in 1838
(Ashton 1924:18).

Further mtormation on carly commeraal livestock
producton 1s available trom newspaper accounts and
county tair records (Ashton 1923a, b, 1924). For example,
Samuel Curtwnght. of Monroe County, was a prize
winner m the jack stock category at the Boone County
Fair in the carly 18505, and Richard D). Powers, another
rostdent ot the project area. was a prize winner tor jack
stock 1833 ar the state tair (Ashton 1924:24). Wilhs
Samucl, also a resident ot the project arca. sold a mule
that took tirst prize at the state tar, and which measured
16:3 hands and warghed 160 pounds. to a St. Lous man
tor 8400 (no date vens (Ashron 1924220 In 1856

Samuel Curtwright imported “one fine jack, three years
old, 1 1/2 hands high, costing 81500 dollars,” according
to the Hannibal Messenger (Ashten 1924:44). The jack
came from Kentucky to Hannibal by stccamboat.

Avery Grimes, a Monroe County resident (who
must have lived outside the project arca) who won
several prizes at state and county tairs in the 1850s for
shorthorn cattle, was breeding shorthorns in Monroc
County by 1842 (Ashton 1923b:71). The importance of
Monroce County as a shorthorn producing area in the
carly 1850s is attested by a competition at the 1833 Boone
County Fair between three shorthorn steers from Boone
County and three from Monroe County. Judging was
based on combined weight. Monroe County lost with a
total weight of 7520 pounds. compared to Boone
County’s 7620 pounds (Ashton 1923b:39). The owner
of one of the Monroe County steers, Pleasant McCann,
owned land in the project arca. The co-owners of the
winner of the aged bull class at the St. Louis Fair in 1856
were Grimes, McCann, and Samuel Curtwright (Ashton
1923b:43).

From newspaper accounts, it appears that Louisiana.
on the Mississippt River in Pike Cor nty, was an impor-
tant pork packing center by 1828 {(Ashton 1923a:44).
Breeds and weights of hogs in the Hannibal arca are
avatlable for 1841 (Ashton 1923a:30), but pork packing
there undoubtediy began carlier chan ¢his. Definie
documentation exists for Hanmbal to be classitied as ar:
important pork packing center in the 18505 (Ashton
19234:55).

The above discussion ndicates mules. cattle. tobaceo,
and, possibly, swine and hemp were being produced tor
market by 18400 The evidence tor gramn crops is not
clear. however, since there s hictde mtormaton on
consumption reguirements. For colomal southeastern
Pennsvivania, Lemon (19674:08) estimates a roguirement
ot 10-15 bushels of gram (mostly wheat) por person per
vaar, This probably s not apphicable to corn require-
ments i upper South agriculture. where cormn was g
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principal food for both people and livestock. At any
rate, 330 bushels, the average amount of corn produced
per tamily in 1840 (Table 42), would have fed 22 people
at 15 bushels/person. Amounts beyond those required
for human consumption probably were used to fatten
swine and cattle so that surplus corn was marketed as
livestock rather than as grain.

In order to study producers of market commodities
in 1850, it was necessary to set arbitrary minimum vyiclds
and minimum numbers of livestock per farm in order to
define producers for market. While these amounts may
not serve to define farms that actually were market
producers, they do provide a sample of large-scale
agricultural producers in the project area, most of
whom probably were producing for market exchange or
sale. The 12 commodities employed in the study and the
minimum amounts necessary to be considered a market
commodity producer are presented in Table 43. The
minimum was defined as the mean plus one standard
deviation (see Table 41) for commodities consumable or
usable on the farm (swine, cattle, sheep, milk cows,
corn, wheat, orchard products, and flax). The mini-
mum for mules and asses was set at five, since more than
tour mules probably would not have been necessary for
agricultural traction. All producers of tobacco and hemp
were included since these commodities were not usable
on the farm in anything but extremely small amounts.

TABLE 43.

Minimum Production Amounts Necessary
to be Considered a Market Commodity Producer
for Various Commodities

Commodity Unit Minimum
Mules and asses 5
Swine 53
Cattle 33
Sheep 44
Milk cows 8
Corn Bushels 1441
Wheat Bushels 168
Orchard products Dollars 54
Tobacco Pounds 1
Hemp Tons 1
Flax Pounds 169
Flax seed Bushels 7

Table 44 shows the number of farmers producing
various commodities as defined above. Farmers produc-
ing one or more market commodities comprise 45% of
all farmers in the agricultural census of the project area.
Thus, almost halt of all farmers were producing relative-

TABLE 44.

Frequency Distribution of Number of
Market Commodities”

Commodities Farmers Percent
0 377 55.4
1 162 23.8
2 58 8.5
3 41 6.0)
4 18 2.6
5 13 1.9
6 8 1.2
7 3 0.4
8 O 0.0
9 1 0.1

“As defined in text.

ly large amounts of at least one commodity. Twenty-
one percent of all farmers produced more than one
market commodity. By examining the trequency distri-
bution of commodities produced by tfarmers producing
only one market commodity (Table 43), it is evident that
tobacco was the preferred market commodity it only
one were produced. For 69% of all farmers producing
tobacco, that crop was the only market commodity
produced, and thus appears to represent agricultural
specialization in the project area in 1850. However, only
11% of all farmers produced tobacco.

TABLE 45.

Frequency Distribution of Market Commodities’
for Farmers Producing Only One
Market Commodity

Commodity Farmers Percent
Mules and assces 6 3.7
Swine 18 1.1
Cattle 10 6.2
Sheep 12 7.4
Milk cows 7 4.3
Corn 16 9.9
Wheat 10 6.2
Orchard products 13 8.0
Tobacco 52 321
Hemp 4 25
Flax 1 6.8
Flax sced 3 1.8

“As defined in text.

The 12 market commodities can be grouped into
categorics as follows: livestock. grain, orchard products,
and noncomestibles (tobacco. hemp. flax). Table 46




TABLE 46.

Number of Farmers Producing Various
Combinations of Categories of
Market Commodities

Category Number
Livestock 75
Grain 25
Orchard products 13
Non-comestibles 72
Livestock: grain 66
Livestock: non-comestibles 11
Livestock; orchard products 6
Grain; orchard products 1
Grain; non-comestibles 10
Orchard products; non-comestibles 0
Livestock; grain; orchard products 6
Livestock: grain; non-comestibles 17
Grain; orchard products; non-comestibles 0
Livestock; orchard products; non-comestibles 0
Livestock; grain, orchard products;

non-comestibles 2

shows the number of farmers producing these categories
or combinations of categorics. This table illustrates the
importance of livestock raising and shows that the
combination of livestock and grain was much more
common than grain production alone. This suggests
that high levels of grain production (primarily corn)
were maintained primarily for the purpose of fattening
livestock. The importance of the livestock-grain combi-
nation is demonstrated further by farmers who pro-
duced combinations of three categories of market

73

commodities. Combinations of three categories not
including both grain and livestock did not occur in the
project arca. The other important category is non-
comestibles (primarily tobacco). One can conclude that
there were two major market commodities in the project
area in 1850: livestock and tobacco. Farmers who pro-
duced tobacco tended to have tobacco as their only
market commodity, while livestock producers usually
produced several kinds of livestock plus grain. There
also were 17 farmers who produced market quantitics of
livestock, grain, and tobacco, and two farmiers who
produced market quantities of all four categories.

Table 47 shows the relationship between wealth (in
terms of the wealth ranks defined in the previous
section) and market production of livestock-grain and
tobacco. The tobacco column includes producers of
tobacco whether or not they also produced other market
commodities, while the tobacco-only column shows
producers whose only market commodity was tobacco.
The table indicates that livestock-grain producers were
among the wealthicst members of the project area,
while producers of tobacco occur in all wealth ranks,
with the majority being in the middle wealth ranks
Half of the 10 tobacco producers in the wealthiest rank
also were livestock-grain producers. While 82.6% of
livestock-grain producers were slave owners, only 40%
of tobacco producers and 36.5% of producers of
tobacco-only were slave owners.

Table 48 presents agricultural activities of farmers in
the richest wealth rank. Livestock-grain production,
livestock-only, and livestock-grain-noncomestibles make
up the bulk (77%) of the market production of the
wealthiest farmers. Only 6 (9%) of the 70 wealthiest
farmers did not qualify as market producers of livestock.

TABLE 47.

Frequency Distribution within Wealth Deciles” of
Market Livestock-Grain Producers,
Tobacco Producers, and Producers Whose Only
Market Commodity Was Tobacco

Rank Livestock-grain Percent Tobacco Percent Tobacco only Percent
1 44 47.8 10 13.5 2 38
2 20 21.7 2 2.7 1 1.9
3 12 13.0 13 17.3 9 17.3
4 8 8.7 4 5.3 2 3.8
5 7 7.6 14 18.7 10 19.2
6 1 1.1 13 17.3 3] 19.2
7 0 0.0 6 8.0 6 11.5
8 0 0.0 3 6.7 5 9.6
9 0 0.0 4 5.3 4 7.7

10 0 0.0 4 5.3 3 5.8

Ranked in order of wealthiest (1) to poorest (10).
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TABLE 48.

Number of Farmers in Richest Decile Producing
Various Combinations of Categories of
Market Commodities

Category Number
Livestock 15
Grain 2
Orchard products 0
Non-comestibles 2
Livestock; grain 29
Livestock; non-comestibles

Livestock; orchard products 1
Grain; orchard products 0
Grain; non-comestibles 2
Orchard products; non-comestibles 0
Livestock; grain; orchard products 3
Livestock; grain; non-comestibles 10
Grain: orchard products, non-comestibles 0
Livestock; orchard products, non-comestibles 0
Livestock; grain: orchard products;

non-comestibles 2

Thus. instead of a wealthy, slave-owning “small planter™
class which, according to Mitchell (1978). was character-
istic ot” Bluegrass Kentucky and the upper South in
general (see Chapter 3). there was a wealthy, slave-
owning class of stockmen in the project arca in 1830,
Apparently, slave cowboys were more common than
slave tobacco culuvators.

It is now possible to discuss preferred environmental
characteristics n terms ot the agricultural activities of
land entrants. In Chapter 4 1t was determined that
timbered moderate slopes, the timber-prairie transition
zone, and high terraces were preferred tor carly settlement.
These zones now can be associated with production ot
certain market commodities. Almost all (32 ot 54) hve-
stock producers in the richest wealth rank in 1850 for
which a location could be determined, were located in
the timber-pratrie transition zone. This same pattern
probably was presentin 1840, when 48 ot 33 members
of the richest wealth rank for whom a location could be
determined were located in the umber-prairie transition
zone. Since many of the samie farmers were in the richest
wealth rank in 1840 and 1850, 1t 1s probably safe to
assumie that wealthy stockmen entered land in the
timber-prairic zone upon arrival in the arca. Their
strategy probably was to cultivate the lightly timbered
transition zone and to pasture ther hivestock on the open
prairic.

The upland prairic zone cither was owned by Eastern
speculators (see Chapter 4 or remained federal public
Land untl atter 1850, Atter 1830, restdents ot the project
arca began to enter the remaming prairie pubhe land and

to purchase prairie land held by Eastern speculators. As
discussed in Chapter 4, this may have been a result of
acceptance of the steel plow, allowing cultivation of the
prairic. However, before the nd-1850s the upland
prairic probably was considered to be open range, tor
the use of everyone settled on its margin. It would be
interesting to trace the fortunes of wealthy livestock
producers after the prairic became private property. It is
possible that some of them were able to purchase prairie
to maintain their pasture arca while others were left
without pasture.

Tobacco producers in 1850 were located primarily
along streams emptying into the North Fork, especially
along Crooked Creck. There also was a smaller group
of tobacco producers along the Salt River, a few miles
cast of Florida. Both arcas have relatively high terraces,
and it is probable that tobacco producers preferred this
environmental zone. If a farmer produced both livestock
and tobacco, he usually owned both timber-prairie
border and high terrace land. From 1850 census data the
farmer (James Ragland) who produced the most tobacco
(8.5 tons) was located near Crooked Creck and had a
tobacco curer hiving with him. This may indicate Ragland
was fire-curing or flue-curing, which required “great
skill”™ in controlling the temperature, but which pro-
duced tobacco suitable for export (Gray 1958:777). The
usual method of curing was by the sun, wlich required
less skill but produced tobacco unsuitable for export. It
1s possible that some of Ragland’s tobacco-producing
neighbors also made use of the services ot the tobacco
curer. The presence of a tobacco-curing specialist indi~
cates an attempt to produce a better product that would
be in greater demand on the open market.

The third environmental zone preterred tor carly
scttlement was timbered moderate slopes. The strategy
there no doubt consisted of slash-and-burn agriculture
tor corn and wheat plus raising hogs that foraged m
the torest. Corn probably was ted to hogs prior to
slaugheering. It was to the tarmer’s advantage to own as
much land as possible, which enabled him to continue
shifting cultivation as long as possible, delaying a neces-
sity to adopt crop rotation and manuring. This kind of
extensive agriculture still was common in Missouri in
1849 and was described by a Cooper County farmer ina
letter to the Cultivator:

Farming here is conducted on the regular skinming system—
taking overvthing and returning nothing, and new as the
country s, numbers of farms are beginmng o teck and show
the ettects ottt most of the farmers i this country sorareh
orer a grear deal of ground bt adnvate none Jated m Lemmer
194%: 234 cmiphases n ongimal|.

The author of the letter describes competition among
tarmers in plantimg more corn than their neighbors: “the
cryv s suli maore Lind, more com™ (Lemmer T948:234).
Livestock was ted corn and allowed 1o graze on the




prairie, but no timothy or clover was sown and manur-
ing was “‘looked on as preposterous” (Lemmer 1948:
235).

In summary, prodaction of agricultural commodi-
ties for market had begun by 1840, if not earlier, and
was well developed by 1850). Three kinds of agricultural
specialization are evident in 1850: grain (primarily corn)
and grazing livestock (cattle, milk cows, sheep, and
mules) production; tobacco production; and corn and
forest-foraging livestock {(swine) production. Grain and
grazing livestock production was carried out by wealthy
slave owners along the timber-prairie border. Tobacco
production was carried out by farmers of moderate
means with few or no slaves (although the few produc-
ers of large quantities of tobacco did own slaves) on high
terraces. Some of the wealthy livestock producers also
grew tobacco if they owned high terraces. The rest of
the farmers in the project area were engaged in corn and
hog production on timbered moderate slopes, produc-
ing a surplus of these commodities for sale or exchange
whenever they were able to do so. It appears to have
been the goal ot most farmers to produce most food
items necessary for therr own subsistence requirements
and then to produce one or more commodities for
market.

TRANSPORTATION NETWORKS

1.0 establishment and maintenance of public roads

was one of the most important functions of county
government. The procedure for creating roads began
with a petition tiled with the county court by a resident
of the township through which the proposed road was
to pass (MCCR; RCRR). A petition requested a road
between two places (usually towns or existing roads)
and suggested a general route. The county court then
appointed commissioners who were residents ot the arca
through which the road was to pass to mark a route. The
commissioners submitted a report specifying the pro-
posced route, and it there were no objections, the route
was declared a public road. If objections were made by
property owners. the court could appoint a new commis-
sion to reroute the road. Not all petitions were acted
upon, apparently the court could dechne to appoint
commissioners or could reject their report.

Road construction and maintenance was carried out
under the dircction of overseers of road districts. Road
districts and their overseers were at tirst designated by
the county court, but later this responsibility was dele-
gated to one ot the justices ot the peace in cach township.
Labor tor road construction. which was directed by the
road overseer, probably was orgamized through the poli
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(head) tax on all unmarried men between the ages of 20
and 50 (Megown 1878:1()). It is probable that one could
clect to work on the roads in licu of paying the poll tax
in cash, and slave owners may have provided the labor
of their slaves instead of their unmarried sons. Road
construction probably amounted to little more than
cutting down trecs. In 1836 the Monroe County court
ordered road overscers to “‘cut down all dead or dry
timber that is standing within 40 teet of any road”
(MCCR A:351). In 1837 the court specified that all
roads were to be cleared 30 feet wide, leaving no stumps
higher than 8 inches and that “all wet land and small
watercourses are to be causewayed or bridged” (MCCR
A:510).

The road network as 1t existed in 1830 is shown in
Figure 3. The road system consisted primarily of three
long-distance routes that connected New London with
Fayette to the west, with Columbia to the southwest,
and connected Palmyra with the New London-Fayette
road. The New London-Fayette road probably was in
existence by 1820, at least as a rough trail, and may have
been established by the Pike County court before the
organization of the Ralls County court in 1821. A road
from Palmyra that passed through the Smith settlement
and joined the New London-Fayette road was estab-
lished in 1825. The New London-Columbia road was
established in 1828 and passed mostly through uninhabit-
ed prairie except where it crossed Lick Creek and the
South Fork of the Salt River. These long distance routes
originally were established for persons traveling be-
tween towns rather than tor the convenience of rural
residents, although the Ralls County court did require
the Palmyra road to pass through the Smith setdlement.
The New London-Fayette road was, no doubt, instru-
mental in providing access to the arca for carly settlers.
[t is no accident that most settlement clusters shown on
the 1830 map (Figure 10). such as the Ely scttlement,
the Lick Creck scttlement, the Pigeon Roost Creek
scttlement, the Smith scttlement, and the McGee settle-
ment were located within a tew miles of this carly road
(sce Chapter 2 tor discussion of these carly settlements).

The only roads established before 1830 that had
primarily local functions were located in the castern part
of the project area. These roads passed through several
settlement clusters (including the Ely scttlement) and
connected Bouvet's Lick in the nertheast corner of the
project arca with the New London-Favette road (Figure
3). Previously existing roads connected Bouvet's Lick
with Hannibal and Palmyra. Thus, by 1830 scttlers
the castern part ot the project arca had good road
connections to New London and Hannibal. Tt was about
9 miles to New London and 17 miles to Hannibal tfrom
the Elv settlement The western part of the project arca
had road connections to Palmyra and New London buta
longer trip was required. From the junction ot the
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Palmyra and Fayette roads it was 38 nules to Palmivra
and 30 mules to New London. This is bevond the
maximum distance (25 miles one way) for a round trip
n one day tor a horse and wagon (Moline 1971:26).

Rapid immigration to the western part of the project
area in 1830 and 1831 allowed tormation of Monroc
County and two new towns. Florida and Paris (the
county scat), in 1831. The new Monroe County court
immediately began to receive petitions for roads. and in
1832 1t established seven roads with a total length of 44
miles within the project aree 1833 it established six
roads having a combined icugth of 43 miles. These
roads (Figure 3) connected the new county scat (Paris)
with the New London-Fayette road, with Florida and
Hannibal to the cast. with Columbia to the south, with
Huntsville in Randolph County to the west, and with
Ouakdale to the north in Marion County (Shelby County
after 1836). Roads also were established linking Florida
with the New London-Fayette road, with Oakdale, with
the Palmyra road, and with Hannibal. Atter 1836, when
the towns of Clinton-Jonesburg and Santa Fe were
platted. roads were established to connect them with
already established roads and towns. All this activity in
Monroe County stimulated road development in west-
ern Ralls County. Roads were established to connect
with Monroe County roads and o provide access to
Florida and its mills.

Table 49 provides statistical data on development of

TABLE 49.

Number of Roads and Miles of Road Established
per Year in Ralls and Monroe Counties and
Cumulative Road Density*

Year Number Miles Cum. miles

Road density

1823 1 1 1 0,412
1824 1 1t 11 .023
1825 2 48 39 0.123
1826 () 0 39 1,123
1827 0 t 59 0123
1828 2 30 859 183
1829 2 1 10 0,208
1830 0 () 100 0. 208
1831 i 8 108 (1225
1832 Y9 062 170 0.354
1833 6 43 213 0 444
1834 3 23 236 (492
1835 7 39 275 373
1836 1 3 278 .379
1RY” 5 % RIS 11638
1838 3 35 341 0710
1839 4 16 357 1744

“Miles of road per square mile.

the road network. The formal establishment of the New
London-Fayette road and the Palmyra road is refiected in
the mileage for 1823, while the New London-Columbia
road appears in the 1828 wotal. The increased road
construction activity that tollowed the organization of
Monroe County is apparent in the number of new roads
and amount of mileage for 1832 and 1833.

The column in Table 49 listing the number of road
miles per square mile of area provides a measure ot road
density. These figures do not include the pre-1825 New
London-Favette road. By 1840 the density had reached
(.75 miles of road/m?. This compares with a modern
average for the project area of about 1.4 miles of
road/mi*. Thus, the density of roads was over halt the
present density within the first 20 vears of setddement.
The 1840 road density meant that the average maximum
distance of any point from a road was about 1.3 miles.
Road density was uneven, however, and a tew places can
be found on Figure 3 that were over two miles from a
road. The highest road density in 1840 was in T34N.
R10W. south ot Paris, where the begining of the later
ubiquitous Midwest grid svstem of roads is apparent.
This high road density (about 1.1 miles of roads/mi”) is
refated to high population density in the arca and the
radiation ot roads outward from Paris. Proximity to the
county scat probably also was a factor in obtaining
approval tor roads trom the county court.

Another tactor in the approval and routing of roads
probably was social position and wealth of the petitioner
and the commissioners. The mean wealth rank, on a
scale of one (richest) to 10 (poorest). of successtul road
petitioners was 2.7 (n = 34 s = 1.9). The mean wealth
rank of commuissioners, who were responsible tor deter-
mining the routes of new roads, was 3.2 (n = 1o s =
2.1). In reading descriptions ot the routes of new roads,
it 1s obvious that roads trequently were routed past the
housces ot rich land owners. Thus, the nicher members ot
the community, who controlled county government (as
demonstrated I a previous section of this chaprer),
appointed road commissioners of similar socual status
and wealth, assuring that the wealthy would have casy
access to roads leading to market towns. The rapidity
with which rural arcas were connected to new towns
and new towns were connected to larger market centers
outside the project area (creating a relatively high road
density) indicates the degree to which access to markets
was sought from the beginning of settlement.

Another indication of the degree to which access to
outside markets was sought was the attempt by entrepre-
neurs i Florida to open the Sale River to stcamboat
navigation from Florida to the Mississippi River. These
cntreprencurs were aided i this endeavor by the state
legishature. which passed a law 1831 prohibitng
damming the Salt River below the torks at Flonida, and
which chartered the Sale River Navigation Company 1n




1837 for the purpose of making the river navigable by
dredging, changing its course, or constructing locks and
dams (see Chapter 2). The Monroe County court also
assisted the entrepreneurs by appropriating $500 in 1834
tor clearing the river between Florida and the county
line. A railroad company also was incorporated to build
a railroad between Florida and Paris. Neither venture
was implemented due to lack of capital, but they do
provide a measure of the lengths to which residents of
the arca were prepared to go to secure transportation
links with external markets.

MILLS AND TOWNS

The rapid development of towns and milling tacili-
nies indicates that there were present from the beginning
ot scttlement needs that could only be satistied by
participation in a market cconomy. As noted in the
previous section, the castern part of the project arca was
within a day’s wagon trip ot New London and, in some
cases, of the larger river port of Hannibal. However, the
western two-thirds of the area was beyvond a day’s travel
from New London or from any town during the 1820s.
This arca renained sparsely settled untl improving
cconomic condinons allowed increased immigration
and scudement, which began about 1828 and continued
through 1835, The increase in population was so great
that within only three years (in 1831), the western
two-thirds of the arca plus territory farther west was
organized nto a new county (Monroe) and two towns
(Paris and Florida) were founded. Thus, it appears that
services provided by towns and a county government
(especially road construction) were needed and became
available as soon as there was sufhicient population to
support them. Smaller rural service centers were found-
cd to the north (Clinton-Jonesburg) and to the south
(Santa Fe) in 1836 as population increased in these arcas.

Mills

Evans (1974:320) suggests that mills served as transi-
tional hinks from a subsistence to a market cconomy.
The muller served as a buyer of grain, as a middleman,
and as 1 merchant. The appearance ot mills probably
signaled the beginuing of participation, or at least the
potential for participation, in a market cconomy by
rural residents. Undoubtedly, tor many the nill merely
served to turn therr gram into flour or meal tor home
consumption. but tor those who produced a surplus, the
mutl provided a4 local market outlet tor bulk gramn that
was expensive to transport more than a few nles. The
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presence of a mill actually may have stimulated in-
creased gran production for sale or exchange at the mill.
Most mills in the project area were water-powered and
were both grist and saw mills. The first water-powered
mill built in the project area was located on Lick Creek,
near its junction with the New London-Fayctte road
(Figure 3). This mill was in existence by September,
1828, when it was mentioned in the Ralls County Road
Records (A:11) in comjunction with a request for a
change in the route of the road around the mill by its
owner, James W. See. The construction date of the mill
is unknown since there is no record of a writ of ad guod
damnum (sec Chapter 1). Sce died in 1839 and the
property passed to his wife, but the will does not
mention a mil.

The beginning of the town of Florida may perhaps
be traced to the construction in 1829 of a mill on the
South Fork, directly south of the future location of
Florida, by Peter Stice (Gregory 1963:5). Stce sold this
mill to Hugh A. Hickman and John Saling in November,
1830 for $1000.' William N. Penn operated a store in the
mill (NHC 1884:92), and along with Hickman and
others, was one of the founders of Florida. Hickman
bought Saling’s interest in 1835 and operated the mill
until 1868. Soon after Hickman took over the mill, he
transported a load of flour to the town of Louisiana on
the Mississippt River by boat and returned with sugar,
cotfee, and other commoditics not obtainable locally
(Wetmore 1837:120). This illustrates the commercial
tunctions of carly millers. Hickman was the wealthicest
person in the arca in 1850, largely due to his mill cthat
undoubtedly made up a large part of his $30.000 worth
of real estate.

A sccond mill was built just north of the future site
of Florida, during the fall of 1830 (Powers 1931) by
Richard Cave, another founder of Florida. Cave sold
this mill i August, 1835, during a period of land
speculation, to Hugh Meredith (who recently had ar-
rived trom Pennsylvania) tor $3500. Mcredith did not
operate the mull himselt but leased 1t to R.E. Coontz
(according to an 1840 deed of trust). In December, 1840,
Meredith somchow managed to convince Napoleon B.
Tapscott of Marion County (probably Hannibal) to
purchase the mill for the astomishing price of $10,000.
Tapscott soon defaulted on a mortgage and the mill
passed in 1843 to Mecredith’s sister, Susan, of Marion
County. Susan Meredith married David J. Garth, a

"Most data on nulls mtlus section are from MOCDR, RCDR,
MCOCR, (wnits of ad guod damnam). and RCCCR (wries of ad guod
danmnn
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Hannibal lumber magnate, and this couple sold the mill
in 1851 through an intermediary to Alexander M.
Hickman and Hugh A. Hickman of Florida for $5000.
From 1851 to 1868 the Hickmans operated both Florida
mills, with Hugh Hickman running the one on the
South Fork and Alexander, his son, running the mill on
the North Fork. The north mill passed to Alexander's
vounger brother, Joseph G. Hickman, who ran it until
1888,

A third mill was built near Florida (about a mile
upstrcam on the North Fork) in 1833 by Benjamin
Bradley, a wealthy farmer who lived about 1.5 miles
north of the mill. Bradley had a horse-drawn corn mill
near his house as carly as 1827 (NHC 1884:106). Three
riore mills were proposed in the vicinity of Florida
during the 1830s. After Cave sold his mill to Meredith in
1835, he hiled a petition tor a writ of ad quod damniom for
a dam and mill to be built downstream below the torks.
When Meredith objected, Cave was denied permission
to build s dam. Franklin Bowles petitioned to build a
dam and mill below Hugh Hickman's mill on the South
Fork m 1838, but Hickman objected and eventually
bought Bowles™ land in 1845, John M. Clemens pro-
posed building a mill just above the forks on the South
Fork in I838 and, as discussed in Chapter 2, construc-
von may have begun before Clemens left Florida in
1839, However. there 1s no indication that a mill ever
operated there,

Two mills were built on the Middle Fork near Paris
(Figure 3), soon after the site was chosen as the county
scat in carly June, 1831, John Saling, Hugh Hickman's
partner in the mill at Flonda, petitioned tor permission
to build a mill and dam about two miles west of Paris on
June 20 1831, The mill was in operation by 1833, when
the county court approved a road connecting it to Pars.
It was sold to Warner Philips in 1836 tor $1200. In 1832
another mill was built about a mile cast ot Paris on the
Paris-Florida road. by William Armstrong. In 1837 he
sold the mull tor $2000 to Joseph S. Hoskims. who may
have operated a distillery in conjunction with it (NHC
1884). Hoskins and his partner, Greenville Hutchison,
were not very successful during this period ot cconomic
depression, judging by the number of mortgages on the
mill, finally losing 1t through detault in 1842 to David
W. Major, a wealthy farmer. The mill property re-
mained in the Major tamily until 1870

A mill adjacent to the future site of the town of
Clinton on the North Fork (Figure 3) was proposed in
1834 by Danicl Hendricks of Marion County. He sold
the mill site 1in 1835 to George Glenn and Samuel Bryan
tor $150. They filed a new petition tor a wnit of ad quod
dammen in 1835 and platted the town of Clinton 1n
August, 1836 They also operated a ferry adjacent w the
mill. both of which were v operation by May, 1836,

In December, 1835, Henry Kinote tiled a petition tor

a writ for a mill on the south bank of the South Fork,
opposite the future site of Santa Fe. Santa Fe was platted
in October, 1836 by john Bybee. However, betore this
occurred, Kinote sold the mill site and 203 acres in
August, 1836 to John Crigler of Mississippi tor S$913. At
some point, a mill was constructed there since one
appears on this site in the 1876 atlas of Monroce County
(Edwards Bros. 1876). In August, 1837, Kinote paved
$1000 for another mill, which had been buile carlier that
year by William Bybee. The mill, located three miles
north of Santa Fe, was mortgaged by Kinote to a Paris
merchant. After Kinote defaulted in carly 1840, the mill
was sold in 1843 to William Lamme for $1500. The mull
must have ceased operation before 1848, when the land
on which it was located was sold for only $175. When it
was sold agam n 1866, it was worth only $250.

Several mills were built away from town sites.
Joseph Sproul, a wealthy farmer in the McGee scrtdement.
tiled a petition for a writ of ad quod damnum for a dam
and mill on the Elk Fork (Figure 3) in June 1831, The
mill was sold in 1844 to Peter Stice tor $2000. In 1847 he
sold 1t to Sproul's son, joscph E. Sproul, and James
Higginbotham for $2000. In 1838 a mill was built by
Peter Stice in Section 7 of T34N, R8W. on the Middle
Fork. The mill was operated by Stice unul 1843, when
he sold 1t to John Stewart tor $2000 and bought Sproul’s
mill. Stewart sold the mill in 1846 to five men, among
them David McKamey, tor $1000. They rented the mill
to Jacob Rickenbaugh., who actually operated it. The
mill was sold in 1868 to Anthony C. Smithey tor $1200.

There were few mills in the castern part ot the
project arca, due to the law prohibiting the damming of
the Salt River below Florida. In 1838, a mill and dam
were proposed for Section 30 of T55N, ROW, on the Salt
River, but the court stipulated that a lock would have to
be built into the dam, and no dam or mill was built. A
mill on Clear Creek, m the northeast corner of the
project arca, is mentioned in the road recerds, and in
1838 a mill was built on Spencer Creek in the southeast
part ot the project arca. The latter mill passed into the
hands ot Joshua Elv, a wealthy farmer from the Ely
scttlement.

A stcam mill, owned by two wealthy businessmen
trom Hannibal (John McKee and William Muldrow),
was m operation by 1837 on the Salt River in Section 33
of T56N, R6W. Halt=interest in the stcam mill, the town
plat of Bloomficld, and 1000 acres of land were sold to
Andrew Woods in 1837 for $7000. Woods detaulted in
1840 and the property was purchased at a shenft’s
auction by Foster Ray of Marion County, who sold it
back to John McKee for one dollar in 1849, A stcam saw
mill owned by Wilham Gosney was in operation in
Sectiont 15 of TN, ROYW, sometime between 184 and
1860, when Gosney detaulted on a loan and Iest his
property through toreclosure.




The carcer of Peter Stice, described in the county
history (NHC 1884) as a Dutch millwright, is of interest
since he seems to have been an itinerant mill builder and
operator. He built the south Florida mill in 1829 and
immediately sold it. Around 1836, he then built a mill
near Bethel (to the north of the project area) in Shelby
County (NHC 1884:69). Returning to the Florida area,
he built the mill on the Middle Fork west of Florida in
1838, operated 1t for five years, sold it, and bought
Sproul’s mill on the Elk Fork. He kept this mill only
three years and then departed for Adair County, Missouri.
on the upper Chariton River, where he no doubt built
morce mills. It is possible that he was hired to build some
of the other mills in the project area owned by farmers
or merchants who may not have had the knowledge
necessary to construct them.

Mills in operation in the project arca by 1840 were
spaced 6-10 miles apart (Figure 3), so that most
residents were within 3-5 miles (in a straight line) of a
mill. An cxception to this was the northeentral part of
the project arca, where some residents were up to 10
miles away tfrom a mill. However, all residents were
within a one day round trip of a mill. All mills were
accessible from nearby county roads, although there was
no county road to Sproul’s mill on the Elk Fork until
1837, when the road trom Santa Fe to Paris was
established. It s probable that informal local roads
existed in this arca betfore establishment ot the county
road.

All these mills ground corn tor local consumption.
However, to have wheat ground into flour, it was
necessary to go to Hickman's Flonda mill (NHC
1884:660). In 1837, two or three mills were employed
m “merchant work™ in Monroe County (Wetmore
1837:119), two of which apparently were located at
Florida where “two Hour mills do merchant work™
(Wetmore 1837:120). These may have been the only
mills with the capacity w produce flour tor export. The
probability that some of this Hour was cxported is
suggested by Hickman's trip to Louisiana with flour (see
above) and by the term “merchant work.”™ The presence
of two other mills near Florida (Figure 3) suggests the
beginning of a milling central place with specialization
in Hour production by the two large Florida mills. The
smaller outlying mills may have ground corn into meal
for home consumption. The demand for mill facilitics at
Florida must have been great since three more mills
were proposed tor the Florida vicinity. This probably
was related to the expectation of stcamboat transporta-
tion to the Mississippr River.

Towns

Although mills were factors in the focations ot the
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towns of Florida, Clinton, and Santa Fe, as discussed
above, other functions also may have preceded formal
platting of towns at these locations. A “settlement on
the South Fork™ was mentioned in a January, 1835, road
petition (MCCR A:161) and clections for South Fork
Township were held at a school probably located there
(MCCR A:111), before the platting of Santa Fe in 1836.
A school on Deer Creek in the Martin settlement,
located about a mile east of Clinton, was the site for
clections in Washington Township (MCCR A:111) be-
fore the platting of Clinton in 1836. Thus, a combina-
tion of a recognized “‘scttlement,” a school, a polling
place, and a mill preceded the formal beginnings of the
towns of Santa Fe and Clinton. These towns became
small service centers for the townships of South Fork
and Washington, respectively.

The location of Florida, platted in 1831, was a direct
result of the presence of two mills (one with a store
associated) at the presumed head of navigation of the
Salt River. Three of the five founders of Florida were the
two mill owners and the storckeeper. In the castern part
of the project arca, the ban on dam construction on the
Salt River and the consequent lack of mills at Newport
and Cincinnat may have inhibited growth of these
towns. The proposed town of Bloomfield, which never
materialized, was located adjacent to a steam mill on the
lower Salt River.

The location of Paris, the county seat, was the result
of a political decision, rather than independent ecconom-
ic factors. As described in Chapter 2, the site of the
county scat was chosen by a committee of men who
scemed to be under the influence of James C. Fox, a
local entreprencur on whose land the town was located.
The arca around Paris was undeveloped in 1831 there
were no roads, mills, schools, or other economic facili-
tics in the vicinity, However, because the town was the
county scat, it was provided with road connections by
the county court, and its administrative functions immnic-
diately attracted cconomic tunctions, as the competitive
bidding for town lots close to the courthouse site
demonstrates (see Chapter 2).

Paris and Florida were almost the same size, m terms
of population, in 1840 (Table 50). By 1850, Paris began
to expand at the expense of Florida, and by 1860, Florida
had almost disappeared while Paris had almost doubled
its 1830 population. Clinton-Jonesburg, Santa Fe, Cm-
cinnati, and Newport remained villages with 100 or less
people. Newport was the least successtul ot these villag-
es (the only merchant went bankrupt m 18380 sce
Chapter 2), and it is doubttul that it had any cconomic
functions atter 1840, Clinton-Jonesburg was abandoned
when the Hannibal and St Joseph Railroad was complet-
cd n 1857 and all stores and services moved north to the
new towns of Hunnewell and Shelbina on the ral hine
(NHC 1884).
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TABLE 50.

Population of the Towns of Paris, Florida,
Clinton-Jonesburg, Santa Fe, and Cincinnati,
in 1849, 1850, 1860, and 1876

1840 1850 1860" 1876

Paris 289 572 1000 1400
Florida 281 316 160 100
Clinton-Jonesburg tats] 99 - -
Santa Fe 27 74 120 110
Cincinnan 60 50 2 ?

“From manuscript census schedules.
*From Sutherland and McEvoy (1860).
‘From Polk (1876).

The population history of these towns (Table 50)
indicates that Paris and Florida were competing for the
status of primary rural service center for the project arca
and bevond. The success of Paris can be attributed to the
fact that it was the county secat, combining adnministra-
tive and cconomic functions, while the potential of
Florida as a river transport center never was realized. By
1861), it not carlier, Florida was reduced to the status of a
village serving primarily the residents of the township in
which 1t was located. Other villages served similar
tunctions. The cconomic functions of these towns and
villages will be analyzed in the next section.

The pattern of towns and villages that was to endure
for many years (Paris, Flovida. and Santa Fe still exist)
was formed almost simultancously with ininal settle-
ment of the project area. All towns were functioning by
1836, only cight years atter the beginning of the major
influx of sctelers in 1828, By 1836 there was a regular
pattern of towns spaced about 12 miles apart, making it
a journey of only a few hours in a wagon to the ncarest
town from anywhere in the project area. The demise of
Newport would be expected. since it lay between
Florida and Cincinnati, which were about 12 miles apart
in a straight line. Newport was only 5 nules from
Cincinnat and 7 miles from Florida. which was too
close to compete successfully with the already estab-
lished latter town.

There undoubtedly was a relationship between popu-
lation density and town formation, but it is difficult to
determine whether some minimum population density
was required before towns could form. Population
densities can only be calculated for 1830 and 1840,
before and atter town formation occurred, since no
population data are available for the specitic years when
towns were tounded. In 18300 when there were no
towns m the project area. the population density in Sale
River Township in the castern portion of the project area
(Figure 2) was 2.7/mi? and the density of Jackson
Township in the western part of the area was about

1.7/mi%. These figures do not reflect the true nature of
the arca because of the clustered distribution of settle-
ment (Figure 10), especially in Jackson Township. There,
settlement was absent in the northern halt and occurred
primarily along the New London-Fayette road in the
southern part of the township. Two towns (Paris and
Florida) were founded in this more densely scttled area
once vear later (in 1831) after a heavy influx of new
settlers. The population density of the area surrounding
these towns at the time of their founding is unknown.

TABLE 51.

Population and Population Density of Various
Political Townships in 1840°

Township and town Population  Arca (mi) Density”
Jackson (rural) 205()

Paris 218 133 17.1
Jetterson (rural) 1039

Florida 209 65 19.2
Washington (rural) 1035

Clinton-Jonesburg 83 104 10.8
South Fork (rural) 587

Santa Fe 24 33 7.4
Saline (rural) 096

Cincimnan 60 102 7.4
Salt River 795 131 6.1
Indian Creck 507 6l) 8.5
Totals 7303 678

“Docs not include slaves.
'T o= 108

Population densities for 1840 political townships
(Figure 3) indicate a rough corrclation between the
population density of a township and the population of
its town (Table 51). The two townships without towns
(Salt River and Indian Creck) were served by towns m
adjacent townships. Much of the population of Indian
Creck Township was within cight miles ot Florida or
Clinton. Cincinnati was located on the boundary be-
tween Saline and Salt River townships. serving the
populations of both. It can only be concluded that it
there was a minimum population density threshold for
town formation, it was about 2-7 persons/mi”. Since
parts of these townships were uninhabited prairie arca,
these figures should perhaps be higher.

In reality, viability of towns probably was dependent
on a certan number of people living within a certain
distance of the town, who regularly made use of its
services. Thus. population densities based on the
boundaries of political townships are not very usctul.
Not only the number of peonle, but the level ot demand




TABLE 52.

Population and Population Density of the
Project Area by County in 1850°

County Population  Arca (mi®)  Density
Monroe (rural) 3824

Pans 440

Florida 283

Clinton-Jonesburg 149

Sanaa Fe 64
Totl 4760) 307 15.5
Ralls (rural) 1648

Cincinnat 50)
Total 147 11.6
Totals 6462 454

“Does not include slaves.
'To= 142

tor a town must be taken into account. The level of
demand in the project area appears to have been such
that a town could be supported by about 500 people
within a 6-8 mile radius. This 1s a very tentative estimate
based on a few examples and should be checked with
data trom other arcas. Table 52 shows that the system
experienced moderate growth in overall population
density and size of towns by 1850,

NONAGRICULTURAL SPECIALIZATION

The rap.d appearance of nonagricultural specialists
in the project arca indicates the degree to which special-
ized skills and commoditics not available on the farm
were sought by carly settlers. With the appearance of the
tirst towns in 1831, 1t became possible for rural residents
to participate in a market cconomy that was connected
to the national cconomy through Hannibal and Louisiana.
the nearest Mississippr River ports.

Data from County Records and
Narrative Sources

Although statistical information on nonagricultural
specialization is not available until the 1840 census, some
information is available for carlier periods. The cstablish-
ment of water-powered grist and saw mills was dis-
cussed in the previous section and it was noted that one
of the carliest mills. located just south of Flonida, had a
store in operation by 1830, However. the tirst mill was
horse-powered and dates to 1827, 1t was located on the
farm ot Benparun Bradlev (who later bult a4 water-
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powered mill on the North Fork), about two miles
northeast of Florida (NHC 1884:106). Early blacksmith
shops that may have been in operation as carly as 1828
or 1829 were located on the New London-Fayette road
in Section 17 of T54N, R8W, and Section 18 of T54N,
R9W, operated by Charles Eales and James H. Smith,
respectively (NHC 1884:92; MCCR A:18). In 1830
there was a store and wool-carding machine in the house
of Green Caldwell on the New London-Fayette road
near James H. Smith’s blacksmith shop (NHC 1884:132).
This location might have developed into a town had not
the location of Paris been determined politically.

After establishment of Monroe County in 1831, the
number of licenses that were issued to merchants,
grocers, vendors of liquor, and tavern operators indi-
cates the rapidity in development of commercial activity
(MCCR). The issuance of four liquor licenses between
June, 1831, when the county was organized, and
November, 1831, indicates that at least one market
commodity was in great demand. Four merchant’s
licenses also were issued during this period. The first
grocer's license was issued in 1833, after the fee was
lowered from 810 to 35, The mitial lack of demand for
grocer's licenses may have been due to the existence of a
farmer’s market in Paris that was planned when the
town was platted, but the records do not mention
whether it actually was constructed and placed into
operation. In any case, the demand for local foodstuffs
initially may have been less than that tor imported
manufactured goods and commodities (such as sugar
and coffee), due to home production and informal
exchange of surpluses between adjacent farms and
among kin. However, after 1833, competition and turn-
over among grocers in Florida and Paris was great, with
22 individuals having been granted licenses before 1840.
Most of these individuals probably were in business tor
only one or two years. A grocer's license was issued for
Jonesburg just betore it was platted in 1836, and one tor
Clinton was issued in 1837,

Specific information on merchant’s licenses is not
available, but merchants appear to have been less numer-
ous than grocers. Being a merchant may have required
more capital for importation of manufactured goods,
which is corroborated by the fact that most recorded
merchant’s licenses were issued to partnerships. while
grocer’s licenses were issued primarily to individuals.
The first tavern license tor Paris was issued 1 1832 and
for Florida in 1833. By 1833 there were three taverns n
Paris and at least two n Florida.

The 1837 gazeteer of Missourt (Wetmore 1837)
provides some information on nonagricultural speciahi-
zation for that year. There were seven “mercantile
houses™ in Paris, four in Florida. two in the north part of
Monroe County (probably at Clinton and Jonesburg).
and a “great number of smaller dealers™ (Wetmore




1837:118). There were two stores and a tavern in
Cincinnatt and one store in Newport (Wetmore 1837:
155). In 1836, a total of $200,000 worth of goods was
mmported by Monroe County merchants (Wetmore
1837:118).

Little information on craft specialization and manu-
tacturing 1s available for the project area, although the
gazeteer does mention “tour or five distilleries™ and a
pottery (Wetmore 1837:120). These distilleries were said
to produce 10,000 gallons of whiskey and 1000-3000
gallons of brandy and gin per year. According to deed
records, one was near the mill located a mile cast of Paris
(NHC 1884) and another was located near Benjamin
Bradley's mill west of Florida. The pottery was operated
by John Scars, and was located on a clay deposit near
Otter Creek about five miles north ot Paris:

On Otter Creek there s found sand and clay. sutable tor
stoneware. and Ca potter. who hath power over the clav, i
there makimg one vessel o honour. and another to dis-
honour.” as a temperance devotee would sist | Wetmore
1837:120].

It Wetmore's quote 1s more than merely literary al-
lusion, 1t 1s possible that Scars was supplving whiskey
Jugs to the distlleries. The site of Scars’ pottery was
located dunng tield reconnaissance, and samples trom
the site match much of the crockery found during
excavation ot pre-1860 house sites throughout the
praject area.

Statistical Data

Statistical intormation on nonagricultural specializa-
tion begins with the 1840 census, which lists the number
ot persons in cach houschold employed in agriculture,
commerce, manutacturing, or who were “learned per-
sons.” The latter category probably includes teachers,
doctors, lawyers, and ministers. The 1850 census lists a
specttic occupation tor cach working member of the

houschold. These occupations can be grouped nto the
1840 census categories for comparison with the 1850
data. However, data for 1840 and 1850 are not directly
comparable. since slaves appear to have been included in
the 1840 figures but not in the 1850 ones. This is
especially problematic for agricultural workers as exem-
pliticd by the case of William Huston. He had no
children but had cight people employed in agriculture in
1840, who undoubtedly were his eight slaves. In 1850, he
was listed as a farmer. but there were no occupational
data listed for his slaves, who were listed on a separate
schedule. This probably is not a problem tor the com-
merce and learned persons category, since few slaves
engaged in these activities. However, it is possible that
there were skilled slaves engaged in manufacturing for
their owners. There also is a possibility that older
children were included in the 1840 census figures but
not in the 1850 ones.

In order to avoid comparability problems, statistical
mmformation was compiled both for individuals and
houscholds. which were treated as umts, no matter how
many individuals participated in the same activity with-
i them. I more than one nonagricultural acuviey was
carried out within a single houschold. cach activity was
counted as a separate “shop.” It should be retterated that
the arca from which the 1840 data were taken extends
outside the project arca. Therefore, the percentages tor
1840 are more significant than are the actual numbers
tor comparison with the 1850 data.

Data on the cconomic activities of individuals in
1840 are presented in Table 53. About 12% of the
working individuals were engaged in nonagricultural
activities m 1840, In rural arcas this figure was 7%. but
n towns, about 80% ot ndividuals pursucd nonagricul-
tural activities. Table 34 presents similar data tor a
sample of northern trontier counties, northern settled
counties, southern fronuer countes. and southern set-
tled counties, compiled by Davis (1977:Table 19). The
project arca was more similar to the northern frontier

TABLE 53.

Number and Percent of Persons Employed in Agriculture, Commerce, Manufacturing,
and as ‘“‘Learned Persons” in Rural Areas and Towns in Jackson, Washington, Indian Creek, Jefferson,
South Fork, Salt River, and Saline Townships in 1840¢

Rural Town Total
Number Pereent Number Pereent Number Percent
Agrniculture 2230 93.3 39 20.6 2269 88.0
Commeree 6 3 31 16.4 RY) 1.4
Muanutacturing 127 3.3 fo2 34.0 229 8.9
Learned 27 1.1 17 9.0 44 1.7
Totals 2390 189 2379

Includes persons hiving outade the project area.




TABLE 54.

Percent of Persons Employed in Agriculture,
Commerce, Manufacturing, and as
“Learned Persons’ in a Sample of Northern
Frontier Counties, Northern Settled Counties,
Southern Frontier Counties, and
Southern Settled Counties in 1840

Northern Northern  Southern  Southern
fronticr settled frontier settled
Agriculture 35 70 95 85
Commerce 2 3 1 3
Manufacturing B 25 3 11
Learned 2 2 1 1

“Daca trom Davis (1977: Table 19).

than the southern trontier and approached the level ot
the southern scttled arcas. Davis attributes the presence
of slaves i the South as the reason for the ditferences in
numbers of the northern and southern nonagricultural
spectalises. Siaves on plantations probably pertormed
many of the skilled activities which in the North were
pertormed by indepen-ent cratt spectalists. Davis, how-
ever, does not discuss the possibility that slaves mighe
have been included in the 1840 occupational enumera-
non, as suggested above for the project arca. Inany case,
the greater similarity of the project arca to northern
tronticr counties than to southern trontier countics may
have been due to the lack of a plantation system in the
project arca. Itis untortunate that Davis did not compile
separate statistics tor the upper South, sinee its cconom-
1C system seems to have been transitional between, and
distinet trom, both the lower South and the North.

Table 35 presents data for the project arca based on
the occupations listed tor mdividuoals in the 1850 census.
By then, 19% of those individuals whose occupations
were histed i the census partapated in nonagricultural
activities. Untortunately, variations in classification
techniques between the 1840 and 1850 censuses make it
ditticult to determine whether the crease was real, or
was an artitact of procedural ditterences.
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Tables 56 and 57 present data on economic activities
of houscholds, rather than individuals, for 1840 and
1850, respectively. At the houschold level, nonagricul-
tural activitics assume greater importance, with about
20% of all houscholds engaged in thert during 1840,
and about 25% during 1850. Tables 56 and 57 reveal that
a significant number of houscholds combined agricul-
tural and nonagricultural activities and that the merease
in nonagricultural cconomic activities between 1840 and
1850 is duc entirely to an increase in the pereentage ot
houscholds that combined both types of activities. This
is demonstrated by the tact that the percentage of
houscholds performing only nonagricultural activites
remained the same (about 14%) for both 1840 and 1850
This trend is apparent in both rural areas and towns.

The more complete intormation available in the 1850
census schedules indicates that a variety of relationships
characterized houscholds with both agricultural and
nonagricultural activities. In some cases the head of the
houschold was a tarmer who had a cratt specialist with a
ditterent last name living with him and, in other casces,
the cratt speciahist was one ot the tarmer’s sons. There
also are cases where the craft specialist was the head of
the houschold and one or more of his sons was a farmer.
The combination of agricultural and ronagricultural
cconomic activities probably was a means of risk reduc-
tion, since losses in one activity might have been
balanced by gains m the other, However, it 1s surprising
that the combinations of activities increased between
1840 and 1850, smce it would be expected that greater
cconomic sccurity would have been attained with the
development of greater economic specialization after the
passing of tronticr conditions.

A trend more in agreement with expectations is the
increasing concentration of nonagriculwural activites in
towns. The distribution ot individuals and houscholds
with nonagricultural occupations located in both towns
and rural arcas during 18340 and 1850 1s shown in Tables
538 and 39. In 1840, the majority of nonagricultural
activitics was located in rural arcas, while i 1850 the
majority of nenagricultural activities was located 1n
towns. While about 80% ot all commeraal activity
(merchants, grocers, cte.) was located i towns both in

TABLE 55.

Number and Percent of Persons with Agricultural and Nonagricultural Qccupations in the
Project Area in Ralls and Monroe Counties in 1850

Rural Towr. Total
Number Pereent Number Pereent Number Pereent
Agncultural 1318 911 13 181 1361 808
Nonagricultural 128 ) 195 R1.9 323 9.2
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TABLE 56.

Number and Percent of Fouseholds with Agricultural Activities Only, Agricultural plus
Nonagricultural Activities, and Nonagricultural Activities Only, in Rural Areas and Towns, in 1840°

Rural Town Total
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Agriculture only 907 86.6 11 10.5 919 79.6
Agriculture and nonagriculture 62 5.9 7 6.7 69 6.0
Nonagriculture only 79 7.5 87 82.8 166 14.4
Totals 1049 105 1154

“Includes houscholds outside the project arca.

1840 and 1850, the shift in nonagricultural activities to
towns in 1850 was largely a result of a change in location
of mant facturing or craft activities. In 1840, 56% of all
households with manufacturing activities, were located
in rural arcas while in 1850 the figure was 45%.

Although there was some movement of manufactur-
ing activities into towns between 1840 and 1850, the
amount of rural manufacturing was quite high for both
census years, indicating that towns were scrving as
central places for commercial functions, but that manu-
facturing and craft tunctions remained largely de-
centralized. The locations of rural nonagricultural activi-
tics during 1840 are shown in Figure 3. The distribu-
tion appears to be somewhat random, with little tenden-
cy to form clusters, although there is a tendency towards
locations near roads. The distribution of rural manufac-
turing in 1850 (not illustrated) is similar to the dispersed
1840 pattern with the exception of a few small clusters
ncar the future locations of the towns of Indian Creck
{platted 1852) and Perry (platted 1866).

The large proportion of craft and manufacturing
activitics located in rural areas, their dispersed distribution,
and the high proportion of houscholds that carried out
both nonagricultural and agricultural activitics indicates
that the location of craft specialists may have been
determined partly by social relationships rather than
strictly by economic forces. The sccurity of living with

or ncar relatives engaged in agriculture may have out-
weighed the advantages of a central location. Craft
specialists who were not related to the head of the
houschold may have participated in some sort of patron-
client relationship and may have contributed agricultural
labor to the houschold, as well as being engaged in their
craft. These individuals would have had to locate wher-
ever the entry into such relationships was possible. Poor
transportation also may have promoted a dispersed rural
distribution of some services, such as blacksmiths who
worked on agricultural implements that were inconve-
nicnt or difficult to transport to town. The study of the
ratio of crattsmen in towns as opposed to those in rural
arcas should be extended into later periods to determine
when most nonagricultural functions were centralized
in towns (as is the casc now).

The distribution of specific activitics (shops) among
rural arcas and towns is presented in Table 60 for 1850,
when information on specific occupations is available.
As noted above, most commercial activity was concen-
trated in towns, and there probably was even less rural
commercial activity than is indicated in Table 60, since it
is known that several merchants who were listed as rural
residents had their stores in a nearby town. Most craft
and manufacturing activitics occurred in both towns and
rural arcas. A wool carder, a tobacco curer, a potter, a
gunsmith, and two wheelwrights were located only in

TABLE 57.

Number and Percent of Households with Agricultural Occupations Only, Agricultural plus
Nonagricultural Occupations, and Nonagricultural Occupations Only, in Rural Areas and Towns, in 1850

Rural Town Total
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Agriculture only 743 §7.2 21 13.0 764 75.3
Agriculture and nonagriculture 78 9.2 28 17.3 106 10.5
Nonagriculture only 3 3.6 113 69.7 144 14.2

Totals 852

162 1014




TABLE 58.

Number and Percent of Individuals with
Nonagricultural Occupations in Rural Areas
and Towns in 1840 and 1850 in the
Project Area

Rural Town
Number  Percent Number  Percent Total
1840 160 51.6 150 48.4 310
1850 128 39.6 195 60.4 323

“Includes individuals hving outside the project arca.

rural arcas. The wool carder and tobacco curer would be
expected to be rural since they processed agricultural
products. The tobacco curer lived on dhe farm of the
largest tobacco producer. The potter, of course, was
located near a clay source.

Of more interest are the activities found only in
towns. With the exception of tailor shops, transporta-
tion facilitics (stage and freight depots). and a cgar
maker (located 1n Florida), all acuvities located only in
towns were tound only m Parts. Paris had most activi-
tics and services found in other towns plus more special-
1zed services such as a drug store, a hatter, a brick
mason, a silversmith, and a nnner. The hatter and
silversmith may have provided items used mostly by
wealthier members of the surrounding arca, while the
brick mason probably was constructing brick commenical
buildings and residences for the more prosperous resi-
dents of Paris. Paris also was the only town in the
project arca with a hotel and a newspaper, both of which
mav have been supported partly by Paris” administrative
tunctions (c.g.. lodging at the hotel for people attending
court sessions, and the printing of legal notices by the
newspaper). More direetly supported by county admin-
istrative functions were a tull-time county ofticial (the
county clerk) and seven lawyers. The three lawyers who
lived in vural areas were located near Paris.

TABLE 59.

Number and Percent of Households with
Nonagricultural Activities in Rural Areas
and Towns in 1840 and 1850

Rural Town
Number  Pereent Number  Percent Total
1844y 141 o).0 4 40.0 235
1850 1Y 136 141 36.4 250

“Includes houscholds located outade the project area.
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The above discussion of the distribution of nonagri-
cultural activities in 1850 suggests that a hierarchy of
functions was developing. Paris, at the top of the
hierarchy, had administrative, commercial, and service
tunctions. The service functions that distinguished Paris
from lower order places were those supported indirectly
by its administrative functions. Other service functions
unique to Paris provided services to wealthier members
of the community who filled most county otfices and
probably would have wanted to combine trips to town
tor admimstrative and business purposes. Lower-order
towns or villages provided local commercial and service

TABLE 60.

Distribution of Types of Shops among Towns and
Rural Areas in 1850

Shop type Rural Town
Merchant 3 19
Druggist 0 1"
Peddler 1 0
Mill 10 4
Blacksmith 12 10
Carpenter 18 10
Cabinct maker 2 7
Wagon maker 4 Y
Cooper 7 4
Saddler 1 8
Shoe maker 3 3
Plasterer 2 2
Stonce mason 2 i
Mechanic 1 1
Wheelwright 2 0
Gunsmith 1 0
Potter 1 0
Wool carder 1 0
Tobacco curer 1 0
Artist i 0
Tailor 0 7
Transport 0 3
Brick mason () 1
Hatter 0 1
Silversmith 0 1
Tinner 0 1
Printer 0 2
Cigar maker 0 1
Hotel 0 I
Doctor 10 12
Lawyer 3 7
Teacher 15 5
Miunmister 9 3
Engincer 1 1
County otficial 0 1

“In Paris onlv.
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tuncrions, and were disunguished trom Paris by the lack
of certain specialized service functions as well as a more
restricted number of commercial establishments. These
lower-order places functionally were distinet trom rural
arcas only I terms of commercial functions. since most
cratt and service tunctions located in villages also were
tound dispersed i rural arcas that generally lacked
commercial functions. Although five rural merchants
are histed in the 1850 census, their stores probably were
located in towns.

SUMMARY

In this chapter. economic differentiation in the peri-
od of imtal sertlement (1818-1850) of the project arca
was investigated by studying the distribution of wealth
among individuals and the degree of agricultural and
nonagricultural specialization. It was found that major
ditferences i the amount of wealth per individual were
present trom the beginming of settdement and that these
difterences probably represent the establishment of a
status system based on land and slaves similar to that
tound in older parts of the upper South. Amount of
wealth (espectally slaves) brought into the region was
morce important than length of residence (persistence) in
determining individual prosperity. Wealthy slave own-
ers were engaged primarily in livestock and grain farm-
myg along the timber-prairic boundary, and probably
were producing for market. Since they controlled most
local pohitical othices. they were responsible for the
cstablishment and routing of roads that soon connected
the project arca with already established towns to the
northeast (New London. Palmyra, and Hannibal) and
the southwest (Fayette, Franklin, and Columbia). By

1840, most tarmsteads were no more than 1.3 miles
from a county road, which provided access to nearby
(usually within six miles) grist mills, villages, and tovns
where specialized services and nonlocal commodities
could be obtained.

It was found that cconomic specialization was preva-
lent in both agricultural and nonagricultural activities.
Three agricultural complexes carried out in distinct
environmental zones cocexisted in the project area: (a)
production of grazing amimals (cattle, mules, sheep) and
grain on the timber-prairie boundary; (h) production of
tforest-toraging animals (swine) and grain (primarily
corn) on timbered moderate slopes: and (¢) production
of tobacco on hizh terraces. Although these farmers
engaged in specialized agricultural production, they
were by no means so spectalized that they produced only
a market commodity. The agricultural census indicates
that all tarms produced most agricultural products re-
quired for home consumption (subsistence), as well as
greater quantitics of one or more market commoditices.
With the exception of tobacco growers, the majority of
market commodity producers produced market quanti-
tics of more than one product, so that diversification
minimized the risks of overspecialization.

Although nonagricultural specialists were common
in the project area, many ot them lived with farmers and
were dispersed in rural arcas—a risk reduction strategy.
By combining nonagricultural and agricultural activities
in the same houschold, the risks involved in specializing
only in a craft acuvity were minimized. By 1850,
nonagricultural activities were organized spatially in a
rudimentary hicrarchy of tunctions. Although most of
the same craft services were found in rural areas and
lowcer-order central places (villages). rural arcas usually
lacked stores. Political admunistrative tunctions as well
as more specialized cratt services not found in villages,
were located in the higher-order central place (Paris).
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A review of the hypotheses proposed in Chapter 1
serves as a summary of the data analysis presented in
previous chapters. This is followed by a discussion of
the settlement system of the project area in terms of the
spatial distribution of various functions that resulted
from perception of the environment by family units
who shared upper South cultural characteristics.

The first set of hypotheses concerns location of land
purchases relative both to environmental zones and to
each other. Hypothesis 1 states that preferred environ-
mental zones for the first purchase by residents were
timbered ridgetops, timbered moderate slopes, and the
prairie edge (timber-prairie boundary). This was tested
for first land entries (in some cases the first entry may
not have been the first purchase if the first purchase was
made from another individual rather than from the
federal government) by mcans of a muluple regression
program and was supported by the data. A tourth
environmental zone, high terraces, was found to be
associated with carly entrics. Hypothesis 2 stated that
subsequent entries made by a resident were located in
prairic and bottomland zones. This hypothesis is not
supported. Central prairic and bottomland zones were
avoided and subscquent entries were concentrated in the
same zones as first entrics. In addition, it was tound that
nonresidents and Eastern speculators attempted to fol-
low strategics of land selection similar to those of
residents. However, these entrants were less successtul,
probably due to lack of knowledge about the environ-
ment. Eastern speculators did buy central prairie land,
but only when other large tracts of land in timber zones
no longer were available.

An uncxpected result of the analysis was that pre-
ferred environmental zones correlate with certain agricul-
tural complexes. 1t was found that timber-prairie bounda-
ry locations were occupied by grazing-livestock and
grain produccrs and that high terraces were associated
with tobacco production. The timbered moderate slopes
probably were occupicd by genceral farmers whose mar-
ket commodities probably consisted of swine (forest-
toraging livestock) and corn or wheat. Thus, Jordan’s
(1964) theory that the timber-prairic boundary was the
preferred zone for settlement should be wodificd (when
applied to the project arca) to read that it was the
preferred zone for grazing-livestock producers. It ap-
pears that the kind of agriculture practiced was a major
determinant of the kind of land sclected for settlement.
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Hypothesis 3 stated that clusters of related families
with common religious affiliations or origins would be
found. It also was suggested that clusters would be
found along roads and that settlement density would be
higher near towns (Hypothesis 4). Scttlement clusters
were found to be common during the carlier period of
settlement, and many are apparent on the 1830 map of
first entries (Figure 10). Small clusters usually were
composed of households of brothers and brothers-in-
law, while larger clusters were composed of several
smaller kinship-based clusters that shared 2 common
origin or the same religious affiliation. The largest
clusters were composed of Catholics, who settled around
a Catholic church. Social ties within these settlement
clusters probably facilitated cooperative labor.

Most clusters scen on the 1830 map (Figure 10) were
located near roads, altnough settlement was not con-
stricted into a lincar pattern by them. Scttlement loca-
tion cannot be explained by the location of roads. since
in many cases scttlement preceded them. While the
original New London-Fayette road probably provided
access to the southern part of the project arca, promot-
ing carly scttlement there, the Ely and Smith settle-
ments were located north of this road and later roads
were routed through them. In the 1830s, roads werce
routed to pass by existing houses but once established,
the new road might have promoted further settlement
along it. Thus, in some cascs, roads facilitated scttle-
ment and in other cases the routes of roads were
determined by preexisting settlements. Towns do not
seem to have promoted denser settlement around them,
with the possible exception of the area south ot Paris
(Figure 11). However, this arca also was settled densely
in 1830 (Figure 10), before Paris was founded.

Several hypotheses were proposed to address cco-
nomic differentiation, as indicated by both agricultural
and nonagricultural specialization. It was hypothesized
that there was specialization in the production of agricul-
tural markct commodities by 1850 (Hypothesis 5). This
hypothesis is supported, but specialization was primari-
ly at the level of agricultural complexes (grain plus
grazing-livestock and grain plus foraging-livestock) rath-
er than at the level of speaitic commodities. The excep-
tion to this is tobacco, which in many cascs was
produced as a single market commodity or as a cash
crop. However, only 11% of all tarmers in the project
arca were growing tobacco in 1849, All farmers, wheth-
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er they produced market commodities or not, probably
produced enough various farm products to supply the
needs of their family. Thus, most farming houscholds
were self-sutficient in most tood products required for
houschold consumption, and also may have produced
onc or more commoditics for market exchange or sale.

Hypotheses concerned with nonagricultural special-
ization included several that dealt with towns. It was
hvpothesized that craft activities and commercial func-
tions were concentrated in towns (Hypothesis 6). This
was true tor commercial functions but not for cratt
activities, which in 1840 were more numerous in rural
arcas than in towns. By 1850, slightly over half ot all
craft activities were located in towns. Italso was hypothe-
sized that towns were regularly spaced and that the
county scat had more functions than other towns
{(hypotheses 6 and 7). This was confirmed by the
presence of a hierarchy of functions. Towns were distin-
guished from rural arcas by the presence of commercial
functions, and the county scat was distinguished from
other towns (villages) by the presence of more special-
1zed cratt and service tunctions. as well as by administra-
tive functions.

It was suggested that towns formed at some mini-
mum population threshold (Hypothesis 8). Lack of data
from the years when towns were founded makes conclu-
sions tentative. However, it 1s suggested that a mini-
mum of 300 people within a 6-8-mile radius was re-
quired to support a town, given the level of demand for
nonagricultural goods and services present in the arca.
The failure of the towns of Newport, Bloomfield, and
Ralls Town were due in part to their location within the
6-8-mile radius of other established towns. The rapid
development of roads within 10 years of the formation
of Monroe County. as hypothesized in Chapter 1, does
indicate that access to external markets was an carly
priority (Hypothesis 9).

Three hypotheses concerned with the distribution of
wealth were proposed. Hypothesis 10 stated that wealth
differences were present from the beginning of scttle-
ment and that they increased through time. It was found
that the concentration of wealth in 1830 greatly exceed-
cd the hypothesized 33%. since 47% of the wealth, in
terms of land and slaves, was possessed by the richest
10%. Instcad of an increase in the concentration of
wealth, however, there was a decrease by 185(), when the
richest 10% experienced a decrease in their share of the
wealth from 47% to 40%. This decrcase in the concen-
tration ot wealth between 1830 and 1850 can be ex-
plaincd partially by an increase in the proportion of
landowners between 1830 and 1850. However, there
also was an incrcase in amount or range of wealth
between the richest and poorest resident of the project
area between 1830 and 1850

Previous studies suggest that there should be a

corrclation between length of residence (persistence) and
wealth (Hypothesis 11). However, little evidence of this
was found, indicating that the most important determi-
nant of wealth was the amount one brought into the
arca, rather than the amount carned there under trontier
conditions. Hypothesis 12 suggested that local political
offices were occupied by wealthier members of the
project arca. This was supported. especially for county
judges (the highest position in county govermment), all
of whom were members of the tour highest (out ot 10
possible) wealth ranks and all of whom owned slaves.

MODELS OF
RURAL SETTLEMENT LOCATION

Results of the analysis used in Chapter 4 allow
formularion of a modcl of rural settlement location ftor
the period of initial entry. Analysis of settlement loca-
tion for later periods was not performed, but some
predictions of later patterns are presented below. Settle-
ment location was conditioned by the type of agricul-
ture a scetler intended to practice and by social variables
such as kinship, common origin, and religious atfiliation.
A scttler entered land in the tmber-prairie boundary
zone if he was a stockman, in the timbered moderate
slopes if he raised primanily corn and hogs, or in arcas
with large, high terraces it he grew tobacco. Combina-
tions of these zones permitted diversitication. Specific
location within these zones was conditioned by pre-
existing social relationships with settlers who had ar-
rived carlicr. However, as the arca filled up, social
variables probably had less eftect, since the remaining
good land might not be located next to someone with
whom a social relationship existed. The amount of land
entered was determined by a settler’s wealth. Wealthier
settlers usually were stockmen, who may have brought
portable wealth in the form of slaves and livestock (in
the absence of a stable currency) with them. In some
cascs, slaves probably were sold in order to enter land
with the proceeds.

The specific model of rural settlement location for
the project area, as summarized above, can be compared
with the general model of rural settlement location
proposed by Hudson (1969). Hudson describes chang-
ing spatial patterns of rural scttlement in terms of three
“processes’” or phases of development derived from
ceolugy: colonization, spread, and competition. Coleni-
zation is the initial stage of cxpansion by a population
into a new arca. Spread is the formation of new settle-
ments through reproduction, which increases the popu-
lation density and fills in empty spaces between original
scttlements (see Bylund 1960). Competition results when




the density ot farms causes farm size to approach
minmum cconomically feasibic mits. Competition for
land closest to one’s tarmstead results in less successtul
tarmers being torced out, creating a more uniform (and
larger) tarm size.

Hudson associates cach phase of rural settlement
development with a particular spaual pattern in the
distribution ot tarmsteads or tarmhouse locations. Con-
sideration of farmhousce locations allowed Hudson to
reduce the problem to describing rural settlement in
terms of patterns ot points. The colonization phase is
characterized by a random distribution of points, the
spread phase produces a tendency toward a clustered
distribution ot points, and competition results in a
regular spacing of points. Hudson was able to test only
the competition phase ot his model. He used farmhouse
locations as shown on county atlases for arcas of castern
lowa with “little topographic influence™ (Hudson 1969:37)
at three points in time between 1870 and 1960 o show
that a more regular distribution did form during that
span of time in some of the study area.

In order to determine the spatial patterning of the
lowa tarmhouses, Hudson presents several mathemati-
cal tormulas. In the mathematcal section, Hudson
(1909:374) assoctates a clustered spatial pattern with a
fack of competinon tor land (low density of settlement)
and a varted biotope. A regular pattern is associated with
(and probably caused by) competition. The major contri-
bution ot Hudson’s model is the explanation of the
change trom a clustered pattern to a regular pattern, as
mcreasing density promotes competition for land near
cach tarmer’s existing holding. However, Hudson does
not develop a comprehensive explanation for torces that
produce clustered or random  distributions at lower
densities. The causes of clustered or random patterns in
any region are probably specitic to that region, rather
than general, being related o local cultural and physical
cnvironmental factors.

The specific model developed for the initial settle-
ment of the project arca explains the clustering evident
on the 1830 map (Figure 10) in terms of physical environ-
mental variables that concentrated settlement in certain
preterred zones and in terms of social dimensions that
produced clusters of settlers with kinship ties, common
origins, or who shared the same religious athliation,
Spread had litde ettect in the region, since increasing
density and filling in of spaces between clusters was due
primarily to continued rapid immigration (colonization)
rather than to later expansion by descendants of original
settlers. Hudson (1969:370) acknowledges this possibility.

Evidence for the beginrinz of competition in the
project arca may be found in a decrease in number of
40-acre farms and the decrease in number of land
owners by 1850, The 40-acre farm may not have been
considered to be cconomically feasible and, if more land
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could not be entered or purchased, the 40-acre tract was
sold to an adjacent land owner. Competition may have
coincided with colonization. However, farm size still
varied widely (from 80 to 2000 acres) in 1850, so that the
spatial pattern probably was random or clustered rather
than regular.

As noted above, the competition phase is treated
more tully by Hudson and was tested with data from
Towa tor the period 1870-196(). Hudson proposed that as
density increased, farmers would begin o compete for
land close to their farmstead. Smaller farms would not
be economically feasible and, as they were bought, the
remaining farms would increase in size, density would
decrease, and a regular pattern would emerge. Although
Hudson proposes this as a general trend for rural
settlement, it must be asked whether this trend was not
a result of a specific technological change peculiar to
midwestern prairic farming during the first half of the
twentieth century: the mechanization of agriculture on
level, open prairies. Would a regular pattern emerge in
an arca where mechanizanon did not occur and where
ditferent kinds of agriculture were practiced?

Although mapping of scttlement in the project arca
was not carried beyond 1840, and statistical analysis was
not extended beyond 1850), some suggestions about later
trends in the project arca can be made. Since it was
located in the upper South. the presence of slavery
crecated more ditterences in wealth and an unequal
distribution of farm sizes, which competition may not
have regularized entirely, even atter the Civil War ended
slavery. This was combined with environmental diversi-
ty and three different agricultural complexes that proba-
bly required difterent amounts of land, thereby contrib-
uting to the differences in farm sizes. Thus, greater
wealth differences, a variety of agricultural complexes,
and greater environmental diversity in the project arca
than in castern lowa may have operated against regular-
ization of farm sizes in the Salt River region. This
hypothesis could be tested by using maps presented here
for 1830 and 1840, tax records (to reconstruct property
ownership tor the period 1850-1870), and county atlases
that began in the late 1870s.

While Hudson discusses the patterns produced by
colonization in general terms. data trom the project
arca indicate that the specitic patterns produced by
colonization are a result of choices made by individuals,
influenced by their perception of the environment in
terms of both physical dimensions (c.g.. topographic
features, slope, vegetation, cte.) and social dimensions
(¢.g.. proximity to kinsmen, persons with common
origins, or persons with like religious atfiliations). Per-
ception of the environment is culturally conditioned and
is dependent on previous experience: it cannot necessari-
ly be predicted with an abstract or general model
derived from plant ccology or based strictly upon
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cconomic forces. Thus, causes of patterning for the
colonization phase are culturally condittoned and tied to
spectfic environmental characteristics. For the coloniza-
tion phase, locally specitic causes that vary from region
to region probably have more eftect than widely applica-
ble general torces. The competivon phase may be
predictable more generally in terms of strictly economic
forces of competition, but the eftects of diftering tech-
nologies and soctal environments also should be taken
mto account. as was suggested above.

DEMOCRACY AND SPECULATORS
ON THE FRONTIER

At this point, some comments are needed on two
problems with which historians have been concerned
while studying the trontier in the United States. The
first of these is the role of the tronder in promoting
democracy. which s part ot the Turner thesis. Curn
(1939). who was one of the tew historians to use quanti-
tative data at the time of his study. tried to demonstrate
that the trontier promoted democracy in Trempeleau
County, Wisconsm. Curti (1939:1) detined democracy as

widespread partivipation in the makiyg of decistons attectung

the conumon hte. the development of initative and selt=

rehance. and equaliey of ceonomie and cultaral opportunity,
and concluded that the trontier promoted democracy in
Trempeleau County because everyone could participate
in township meetings which, among other things, cstab-
lished roads. Each township was represented in the
county council by the chairman of its township board.
Curti also tound cquality of “cconomic and cultural
opportumey” m Trempeleau County because European
immigrants were able to acquire the same amounts of
land and to participate in cultural and political activitics
to the same extent as the native-born.

When the situation in Trempeleau County is com-
pared with opportunitics in the project arca, it becomes
evident that the political and social systems brought to
the trontier trom turther east were more important in
determining the degree ot democracy (as detined by
Curtt) than were fronter conditons. If Curn had per-
tormed his study in a southern tronticr county, he
would have tound that there was little opportunity tor
participation in local government because there were no
township mectings or boards. Instead. pohucal power
was concentrated in the hands ot three county judges
who did not represent the townships, but who were
members of a wealthy slave-owning upper class. This
svstem of local government originated further cast in the
older southern states. It there were any European immi-
grants in southern trontier counties, thev probably

never would have attamed the wealth of slave owners or
been accepted as members of the upper class. Owners of
many slaves had an advantage on the southern trontier
because they could sell slaves and buy large quantities of
relavively inexpensive land with the proceeds. Frontiers
did provide relatively inexpensive land, but this did not
automatically promote democracy. The social and politi-
cal organization brought to the trontier by the dominant
immigrating group determined how the frontier would
develop. “democratically™ or otherwise. The ditfer-
ences between northern and southern frontier democra-
¢y already had been pointed out by Elkins and McKitrick
(1934) when Curt (1939) published his study.

As mentioned in Chapter 1, various historians (Bogue
1963: Gates 1931, 1941, 1942; Swierenga 1968) have
discussed the role ot the fand speculator in the develop-
ment of the trontier. Some believe that absentee specula-
tors retarded growth by witholding land that could have
been settled by farmers: others emphasize the speculator’s
role n providing credit, which allowed people to buy
land who did not have the cash to buy it trom the tederal
government. This dispute can never be resolved
general terms, since the impact of absentee speculation
varied trom region to region, depending on local
conditons.

Results from the project area indicate that one of the
most signiticant local tactors was the timing of periods
of land speculation in relation to the beginning of
scttlement. In the project arca settlement preceded the
1835-1836 period of land speculation, so that by the nme
Eastern speculators began buving land in the arca. all the
best land was gone. Speculators could buy only the
timbered steep slopes and upland prairie arcas that
residents of the arca had avoided. Thus, there are
actually two mmportant variables to consider with re-
spect to absentee frontier land speculators: the timing ot
periods of speculation in relation to initial settlement ot
an arca, and how well speculators or thetr agents were
able to cvaluate charactenistics ot the land they were
purchasing. Since most studies of trontier land specula-
tion have used data trom northern fronuer areas. the
ditterent soctal and cconomic conditions characteristce
of southern frontiers also should be investigated with
respect to absentee fand speculation.

AN UPPER SOUTH
PIONEER SETTLEMENT SYSTEM

The upper South cultural background shared by
settlers ot the project arca was a major determinant of
the resulung settlement system. Characteristics of upper
South culture that were important to the tormation of




the settlement system in the project area were (4) a
diversified general farming complex; ¢b) a wood-oriented
technology; (¢) a social stratification system based on
land and slaves; (d) the importance of the family as a
cooperative labor unit; and (¢} an oligarchic local politi-
cal system directed by the county court.

The agricultural system characteristic of the upper
South was based on corn, which was consumed by
people as well as used to fatten hogs and other livestock.
This corn and pork dict was supplemented by beet,
potatoes, wheat bread, butter, and various vegetables
such as peas, beans, okra. collards, cucumbers, squash.,
and turnips (Newton [974:152). A wide variety of com-
modities was produced tor market, some of which were
the comestibles fisted above, plus noncomestibles such
as tobacco. hemp, flax, and mules. This diverse, flexible
agricultural system allowed cach tamily to be selt-
suthicient in most tood requirements (except for import-
ed staples such as sugar, salt. and coffee) and to produce
a market commodity that allowed them to obtain im-
ported staples and manufactured goods.

Residents of the Bluegrass region of Kentucky in the
carly mincteenth century were by no means isolated.
They participated in an mternational trade system that
brought in manufactured goods trom England via Phila-
delphia and exported agricultural commodities to the
South via the Ohio and Mississippi rivers. It is probable
that they expected to participate in a similar system in
Missourt as soon as possible. Data trom the project arca
show that these expectations soon were fulfilled by rapid
development of () roads connecting the project area
with Mississippi River ports and (b) towns and villages
that acted as redistribution points for incoming manufac-
tured goods. The 1840 and 1850 agricultural censuses
demonstrate that the typical upper South agricultural
system was operating in the project arca and that
agricultural commoditics were being produced for mar-
ket at an carly date.

The upper South wood-oriented technology acted to
restrict settlement in the project arca to timbered arcas,
and produced a remarkably similar series of log houses
and frame I-houses. Available technology and labor
(large families and slaves) made extensive forest agricul-
ture the preterred technique. Large open prairies proba-
bly were not cultivated until the 1850s, when acceptance
ot'a Northern technological innovation—the steel plow—
made prairie tillage teasible.

The upper South social stratification system was
based on ownership of large amounts of land and slaves.
In the project area in 1850, most farmers owned less than
400 acres of land and had few or no slaves, but a wealthy
minority owned 500 to 2000 acres cach and had 8-35
slaves. This group controlled county government, since
most county offices were held by wealthier residents of
the arca. This group was the one most interested in
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establishing access to external markets, since they were
the major livestock and grain producers. Their wealth
probably made them more interested in obtaining im-
ported manufactured goods.

The basic units in the settlement system were fami-
lies that were organized as independent houscholds
possessing a tarmstead surrounded by the head of the
houschold’s land. Familics tended to be large and complex,
consisting of a nuclear family of parents and children,
several of whom might have been unmarried voung
adules. Married children of the houschold head with
children of their own were present in some cases, as
were aged parents of the houschold head. Houscholds
also contained more distant relatives or tenants on
occasion, and many of them had slaves. In 1850 the
average houschold size, including slaves, in the project
area was 8.2 persons. Large houscholds provided the
labor necessary to establish a farm under frontier
conditions. Although average houschold size increased
between 1830 and 1850, the fertility ratio and the per-
centage of children under 10 years of age declined
steadily.

Easterhin (1976) has proposed a model to account for
this decline in fertility, which he observed in demo-
graphic studies of northern frontiers. As the availability
of land decreases with continued in-migration, land
values increase, which slows in-migration and ftertiliey.
This moderates the increase in land values and the cycle
continues “until total population, tertility, net migration,
and farm acreage values stabilize at a level commensu-
rate with the area’s potential™ (Easterlin 1976:80). This
model rests on the assumption of multigeniture (which
probate records indicate was the most common torm of
inheritance in the project arca) and the desire to provide
land for all ot once’s children. As land values increase., the
ability to acquire more land for more children decreases,
tending to limie fertility. This model pardally accounts
for the tendency to enter as much land as possible. Even
though an entrant did not intend to cultivate all of it (the
percent of land “improved™ in 1850 was 34.5), large
amounts of land were entered to pass on to children
who, in a sense, “earned” it by contributing their labor
as part of the houschold unit. This also accounts for the
high frequency of unmarried young adults who re-
mained in their parents’ houschold. The independence
of family units, cach of which owned large amounts of
land, produced the dispersed rural settlement pattern

'Improved land was detined as “cleared and used for grazing.
grass. or tillage, or which is now fallow™ (Wright and Hunt 1900:23).
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seen in Figures 10 and 11. However, some clustering
within this dispersed pattern is evident, especially in
Figure 10. This clustering was the result ot kinship tics,
usually among brothers, cach ot whom was able to set
up an independent houschold and farm because of the
availabihity of relatively inexpensive land at the begin-
ning of settlement i the arca. Rothstein's (1975:588)
observation that “*the number ot acres one owned bore
slight relationship to one’s capacity for using them in
farm production™ is applicable to the project arca, where
an upper South status system based on land ownership,
the desire to bequeath land to all of one’s children, and
an extensive torm of agriculture, led to a pattern of large
tracts of land surrounding independent dispersed farm-
steads. Surplus acreage probably was used tor grazing,
and for providing tucl, building materials, game, and
salable products such as maple sugar (Rothstein 1975;
588).

The final important upper South characteristic that
shaped development of the project area was a system of
local government that centered political power in the
county court at the expense of local representation at the
township level (Elkins and McKitrick 1954:373). Posi-
tions on the county court were tilled by members of a
wealthy clite of landed slave-owning “gentry,” who in
the project arca pnimarily were stockmen. This system
ot centralized county government was largely responsi-
ble tor the system of towns and roads that developed.
The dominance of Paris, the county scat, was partially
the result of a lack of admmistrative functions at the
township level, since there were no township mectings
or other pohitical functions to auract people to other
towns. The other towns had to rely only on their
tunction as commercial redistribution points, since Paris
controlled most administrative tunctions, while cratt
and manufacturing functions were located in rural arcas
as well as in towns.

The rapid development of a road system connecting
the project arca with external market towns and connect-
ing smaller towns within the project area is attributable
to the power ot the county court to make and enforce
deasions about roads throughout the county, without
having to wait for a consensus to be reached in several
township mectings, as was the case in many northern
counties (see Curti [1939] for a discussion of road estab-
lishment in Trempeleau County, Wisconsin). Since mem-
bers ot the county court were among the wealthiest
individuals in the county, and were producing livestock
tor market, rapid development of a county road system
connecting the project arca to external markets is not
surprising.

It is apparent that scttlers followed several risk-
reduction strategics in order to cope with new environ-
mental and cconomic conditions. A primary strategy
was to make the farm produce enough to provide for

consumption requircments of all family members. Selt-
sufficiency made it possible to increase production of
one or more conunodities to a level where protits could
be realized from sale or exchange. Risk was minimized
at this level by producing more than one market
commodity. This i1s especially evident among livestock
producers, who usually produced several kinds of
livestock, rather than specializing in only one. During
later periods turther west, there were specialized cattle
and sheep producers who competed for grazing land.
This was not the case in the project arca, since many
stockmen raised both cattle and sheep. Thus. risk was
minimized by producing several market commoditics in
the hope that at least one of them would produce high
vields and be in demand in the market. If a profit could
not be made on any of the commodities produced for
market, the family would not starve because of the wide
varicty of food items produced by the farm tor home
consumption. For nonagricultural specialists a popular
risk-reduction strategy was to locate in a houschold that
also contained farmers, so that access to tfood was
guaranteed, even if there was no demand for the specialist's
SCTVvices.

These nisk reduction strategies help explain the
degree of agricultural speaialization (at the level of
“complexes”™ rather than that of individual crops) and
the dispersed nature of much of the nonagricultural
specialization. Rural nonagricultural activities also may
have been part-time, performed in conjunction with
agricultural activities. These strategics may be character-
istic ot many fronter situations where population den-
sity 15 low, transportation 1s poorly developed, and
major market centers are distant.

Another example of risk reduction strategies is pro-
vided by the difterences between Salt River and Jackson
townships in 1830. The lower percentage of slave own-
ers in Jackson Township in the western part of the
project arca may have been due to its relative inacces-
sibihty, where the nearest town was over 235 miles away
and where few roads existed. Wealthy slave owners may
not have been willing to risk settling in an undeveloped
arca far trom towns and external markets. The western
part ot the project arca betore 1831 probably was the
only time and place where selt=suthiciency and liede
participation in outside markets existed. The 10-year
period of underdevelopmient for the western portion,
trom 1820-1830, probably weuld have been much shorter
had the depression of the early 1820s not intervened.
Increasing immigration in the late 1820s and the creation
ot Monroe County in 1831 ended the isolation of the
western part of the project area, and “when the store-
keeper appeared and as transportation improved, self-
sutticiency melted away™ (Lochr 1952:41).

The scttlement system existing in the project arca in
1840 and 1850 has been described in terms of the spaual




distribution of tunctional agricultural and nonagricul-
tural umits (farmsteads, crattspecialists, mills, and towns).
Some ot the processes that produced this system, such as
seetlers’ adapranon of their upper South cultural back-
ground to the environment of the region and risk
reduction strategics, have been discussed above.

The results summarized here demonstrate how quan-
nwative written sources (which provide similar daa on
all members of the population) can be used statistically
to study historical settlement systems. Itis only through
the tedious analysis ot detailed quantitative data pereain-
g to concrete cases i specitic arcas that progress in
understanding the development of settlement systems
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will be made, as Reves (1977:2) has demonstratcd for
late prehispanic Mexico. Generalizations based on opin-
1on and selected narrative sources may produce usetul
hypotheses about frontier settlement, but these hypothe-
ses must be tested with concrete data trom many
regions. The present study represents one such attempt.
It 1s hoped that it will serve to sumulate others to
implement studies of this sort in other arcas. Eventually
it may be possible to determine what characteristics of
scttlement are specttic to the project arca. are characteris-
tic ot all upper South tronticers. or are generally tound n
all frontier settlements.
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